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MEMORANDUM CHKEMHILL

TO: Jerry Henderson/ Du Pont
FROM: Doug Dronfield/ CH2M HILL
DATE: December 27, 1996

SUBJECT: Kentec Quarterly Groundwater Data and Monthly Railcar Data

Enclosed are the quarterly groundwater monitoring data results (August through October,
1996), the railcar concentrations, and monthly railcar average concentrations for the same
time period (August through October, 1996). The submittal of this data to the state complies
with Section I1.2. of the June 17, 1992 Groundwater Remediation Permit.

The railcar data (effluent from the groundwater treatment plant) are well within the limits
established by in the permit (Section 1.27).



Kentec Quarterly Groundwater Data
October, 1996
All Concentrations are PPB

DCAPCEEEE 5

. T 1,1 11
L Wl Dichildro~ i+ Dichlova-. 1 1
. Number | ' Date | ' iefhend' ] - ethane |’ Dioxane
MW-1 | Oct-96 <7 <7 <150
MW-3 | Oct-96 7 <7 <150
MW-4A | Oct-96 <7 <7 550

MW-4B | Oct-96 <7 <7 <150

MW-6 | Oct-96 <7 <7 1800
MW-7A | Oct-96 12 <7 1800
MW-7B | Oct-96 <7 <17 <150
MW-8 | Oct-96 <7 <7 <150
MW-9 | Oct-96 <7 <7 <150
MW-10A | Oct-96 <7 <7 <150
MW-10B | Oct-96 <7 <7 < 150
MW-11A | Oct-96 <7 <7 <150
MW-11B | Oct-96 <7 <7 <150
MW-12 | Oct-96 <7 <17 "< 150
MW-14A | Oct-96 <7 <7 <150
MW-14B [ Oct-96 <7 <7 <150
MW-15 | Oct-96 <7 <7 <150
MW-16 Oct-96 <7 <7 < 150
MW-18 | Oct-96 N\A N\A N\A
SW-11, | Oct-96 <7 <17 <150
SW-24 | Oct-96 <7 <7 <150
PS-2 Oct-96 <7 18 <150
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Kentec Groundwater Treatment Facility
August - October, 1996

Page 2

Railcar
Identification Code . . - Date:i ‘¢, [ Time DCE!(ppb) DCA (ppb).. ' 14 Dioxdne/(ppb):
August
Railcar 94041 5 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 7 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 9 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 12 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 16 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 19 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 21 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 23 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 26 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 28 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 30 730 <5 <5 <100
Monthly Average | il L afiio<s ] x8 AT ER00
September
Railcar 94041 3 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 5 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 16 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 18 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 20 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 23 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 25 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 27 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 30 730 <5 <100
" Wionthly Average | . A
October .
Railcar 34064 2 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 4 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 7 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 9 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 11 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 14 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 16 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 18 730 <5 . <5 <100
Railcar 94041 23 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 25 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 28 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 30 730 <5 <5 <100
. Monthly.Average i S <5 B R0
¥
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Kentec Groundwater Data
Water-Level Elevations

October 7, 1996
(Feet Above Mean Sea Level )

TN onTRE || Grounayater | Meataring

- owell, | Suifface Water | Point :
.. Number ;" J i Blevation’ .| Elevation.
MW-1 23.82 31.22
MW-3 26.46 29.62
MW-4A 26.60 33.00
MW-4B 24.77 33.23
MW-6 24.84 30.71
MW-TA 24.93 30.18
MW-7B 2493 30.53
MW-8 25.38 31.18
MW-9 26.63 32.78
MW-10A 26.48 33.10
MW-10B 23.91 3243
MW-11A 26.22 32.82
MW-11B 24.39 33.11
MW-12 25.35 30.03
MW-14A 22.04 28.48
MW-14B 2473 27.33
MW-15 23.76 28.96
MW-16 25.60 29.50
MW-18 NM NM
Note:

NM- Not measured.

gwelv.Xls |




DuPont Fibers w1,
P.O. Box 800 {
Kinston, North Carolina 28502-0800

Phone: (919) 522-6111
®

DuPont Dacron®

Kinston, North Carolina
October 4, 1996

Mr. Willie A. Hardison

Div. of Environmental Management
Groundwater Section

i424 Carolina Avenue

Washington, NC 27889

Subject: Permit No. WQ0005906
E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co., Inc.
Kentec Site, SIC Code No. 7399
Groundwater Remediation System
Lenoir County

Dear Mr. Hardison:

Pursuant to the requirements of the subject permit, here are the
data for the specified timeframes. If there are any questions, please
give me a call on (919) 522-6263.

Sincerely,

C;;}'/di2 Qé;£;7ﬂé;0£¢v\;yi;zjzfjgz

J. D. Henderson, Manager
N.C. Environmental Affairs

JODH/ K]
Attachments

Printed on Recycled Paper
E. I. du Pont de Nemours and Company R-12003-K Rev. 11/93
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MEMORANDUM CHMHILL

TO: Jerry Henderson/ Du Pont
FROM: Doug Dronfield/ CH2M HILL
DATE: August 28, 1996

SUBJECT: Kentec Quarterly Groundwater Data and Monthly Railcar Data

Enclosed are the quarterly groundwater monitoring data results (May through July, 1996), the
railcar concentrations, and monthly railcar average concentrations for the same time period
(May through July, 1996). The submittal of this data to the state complies with Section I1.2.
of the June 17, 1992 Groundwater Remediation Permit.

The railcar data (effluent from the groundwater treatment plant) are well within the limits
established by in the permit (Section 1.27).



8

Kentec Quarterly Groundwater Data

July, 1996
All Concentrations are PPB

Jul-96

MW-1 <17 <17 <150
MW-3 Jul-96 8 7 <150
MW-4A Jul-96 <7 <7 390
MW-4B Jul-96 <7 <7 <150
MW-6 Jul-96 <7 <7 2200
MW-7A Jul-96 13 <7 930
MW-7B Jul-96 <17 <7 <150
MW-8 Jul-96 <7 <7 <150
MW-9 Jul-96 <7 <7 <150
MW-10A Jul-96 <7 <7 <150
MW-10B Jul-96 <7 <7 <150
MW-11A Jul-96 <7 <7 <150
MW-11B Jul-96 <7 <7 <150
MW-12 Jul-96 <7 <7 <150
MW-14A Jul-96 <7 <7 <150
MW-14B Jul-96 <7 <7 <150
MW-15 Jul-96 <17 <7 <150
MW-16 Jul-96 <17 <7 . <150
MW-18 Jul-96 N\A N\A N\A
SW-11 Jul-96 <7 <7 <150
SW-24 Jul-96 <7 <7 170
PS-2 Jul-96 8 35 <150

’
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Kentec Groundwater Treatment Facility
May - July, 1996
Railcar

May
Railcar 34064 1 730 <5
Railcar 34064 6 730 <5
Railcar 94041 8 730 <5
Railcar 34064 10 730 <5
Railcar 34064 15 730 <5
Railcar 94041 22 730 <5
Railcar 34064 24 730 <5
Railcar 94041 28 730 <5
Railcar 34064 29 730 <5
Railcar 94041 31 730 <5
 Monthly Average | = o iR
June
Railcar 94041 10 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 12 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 14 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 17 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 19 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 21 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 24 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 26 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 28 730 <5 <5 <100
Mohthly»Avér:’age 2 : <5_ e <5 B vf:::__-_ R
July
Railcar 34064 1 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 3 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 5 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 8 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 10 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 12 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 17 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 22 730 7 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 23 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 26 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 29 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 31 730 <5 <5 <100
/" Monthly Average 5 <5 i <

Page 2



Kentec Groundwater Data
Water-Level Elevations
July 23, 1996
(Feet Above Mean Sea Level )

MW-1 . 23.82 31.22
MW-3 26.75 20.62
MW-4A 26.89 33.00
MW-4B 23.73 33.23
MW-6 25.76 30.71
MW-TA - 25.31 30.18
MW-7B 23.88 30.53
MW-8 25.55 3i.18
MW-9 26.70 32.78
MW-10A 26.68 33.10
MW-10B 22.81 32.43
MW-11A 26.48 32.82
MW-11B 23.29 33.11
MW-12 25.61 : 30.03
MW-14A 22.08 28.48
MW-14B 23.59 27.33
MW-15 24,12 28.96
MW-16 25.65 29.50
MW-18 NM NM
Note:

NM- Not measured.

gwelv.xls
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' TR gt 00 (Kenchee Si¥2)

D‘— LLS (é
. O e envre @)
,ma”““”‘ “Contact Person: Me. R.D. ;—;rzluém\.

Mailing Address: &0 Dwnﬂ{’ De Uemdux.s "(a IM’/ a < (%07( ‘500

\ pmm— «K,y\a—}m\. M€ - aFs02

‘k = County: Boniok Telephone:

! ‘ NPDES Permit No. NC00 ’ Nondisc. Per. No.(W/@ 0005906 (Pu.«»f:" wao
IssueDate: /3/23/‘7/ ' Expiration Date.. /:2//3//7?_
Existing Faci‘lityl New Facility s
Rated By:&Q LL/M Date: 4/6,/9‘2

Reviewed {Train. & Cert.) Reg. Or’nceZy(‘Jm s{/é{/qz
Reviewed {Train. & Cert.) Central Office

ORC Grade_O@
% ‘Sé’e, Cmm¢,~5
Plant Class: (circle one) l I i IV Total Points. O
meM POINTS {5) SECONDAZY TREATMENT UNITS

() Cszrbonaceous Stage
(1) Indusirial Pretreatment Units and/or

(i#eretion - High Purity Oxygen System .t G
Industrial Pretreatment Proziam Diffused Air System . . .. .. ... .. 10
(see definition No. 33) 4 Mechanical Air Sysiem ({iixeg,
(2) DESIGN FLOW OF PLANT IN GP2 iloaling  oginoten)  CENIEE S R 8
(nol applicable to non-contzminated cooling waters sludge Separate Sludge Reaeration ... .. 3
handling facilities for water purificalion plants, totally (it} Trickling Filter
closed cycle systems (dei. No. 11), and {acilities EiahiRotorie N sy SR 7
consisting only of ltem (4) (¢} or liems (4) {d) and {11) (d)) StandargRalel h. . 00 =
08— 20I000RS LG Y Sl Sl & iR i e ol 1 Reckediower TR e
20,007 - HIS0.000 S lt ) SUSEa a 2 (iii) Siological Aerated Filler or Aerated
S0,001%= 106000 et T e S8 R 3 SIOIDGIEAlEIler . f . b 15
100:060 3= 15050/000 S5 A ¢ Sh 8 it Lgi G 4 (V) Rortedilagoons i ©0s . e o .
258, 00N T=S001080 M0 7 ik iBlnlln B0 T e 5
S00/0018 0000005 96 St HESRE R e e 8 (v) PRotating Biological Contaclors . . . .. ... .. 10
180010011 21000/CQOE I o s Al e T 10
2,000,001 (and up) - raie 1 point additional for each (vi) Sand Filters-
200,000 gpd capacity up to a intermittent biological . . . . . 2
. maximum of 30 recirculaling biological . . . . . )
| Design Flow (gpd) : Wiolele) (Vi) Sizbilizalion lag0OnS « e s —ab i 5
| (3) PRELIMINARY UNITS (see deiinition no. 32) Sl noet DO S R e 5
| ()¢ BagiSerernsiiie 00 M i S lind . seai e s oln 1 (ixj Single stage system for combined
‘ or carbonaceous removal of BOD and
(b} Mechanical Screens, Staiic Screens or nilrogenous removal by niirification
| CommmuiingiBovicesiin S I Tee LU U g 2 (see def. No. 12) (Poinis for this item
1 G HRCmovalp el S el e ! have to be in addition to items (5) (z)
| or % (1) throlighl(5) )Vl L) el e S i g
| (é) Mechanical or Aerated Grit Removal . . ... .. .. .. 2 (x} Nutrient additions lo enhance 80D
‘ () FlowMeasuringBevies'. ... /oo 1 GermoyAl-seerrr sl o TR S 5
| or (xi) Biological Culture ("Super Bugs™) addition
| () Instrumented Flow Measurement ... .. ... ...... 2 0 enhance organic compound removai . . . . . 5
‘ (Q)iRrencration:. il e - Sl e B Gt 0 e 1 2 (o) Nitrogenous Stage
{i)  Aeralion - High Purity Oxygen Systemil. . .5 20
‘ (h) Influent Flow-Equalization . .................. 2 Bifilised AlniSyslemy. S0 i 10
() Grease or Oil Separators - Gravily . ......... 2 Mechanical Air System (fixeg,
‘ Mechanical . ...... ... 3 lloalingforrolon) . el il €
| Dissolved Air Flotalion. & Separale Sludge Reaeralion . . . . . 3
(iEBrechlofinalionsiee (2 deniite. == fvionll sy e | 5 (i)  Trickling Fillar -
GighiFale eSSl il 5 Cedle R 7
(4) PRIMARY TREATMENT UNITS : SlandartdiBales. oo b e 5
(a) Seplic Tank (see definition no. 43) .. ... ......... 2 Packed Tovierl ) o e 5, 5
(D}lmhollank et L R R S (iii) Biological Aerated Filter or Aerated
\ClEPrmaiGlantiers it W i d SRRl LR 5 SelogiealiEiiiedl P aiis g - e e i 10
(d) Sellling Ponds or Sellling Tanks for Inorganic (iv) Rotating Biological Contatore « . L 10
Non-toxic Materials (siudge handling facilities (v) Sand Filter-
for water purification piznls, sand, gravel, inlermittent Biolgoicalisue i e 2
stone, and other mining operations excepl recirculaling biological . . . . . . .. 3
recrealional activilies suci as gem or goid (Gl I gt = FTE e il e S
(o o) e AR R R S R Bl A 2




’

£ERTIARY OR ADVANCED TREATMENT UNIT

= T(a1 Aclivated Carbons Beds -
" wilhout carbon regeneralion . . ........ ... .. 5
% wilhicarbonifegeneralion .= -l * o e b 15
') Powdered or Granular Actlivated Carbon Feed -
wilhout carbon regeneration .. ......... . . . 5
with carbon regeneration . . ............ .. . 15
()i EaraSopingee LS U A e il aieE RS 5
(d)  Denitrilicalion Process (separale proeess) .. . 10
(e} Electodialysis i Al o i SR 5
10} Boaay Sepaplionsl o 0 el S L s )
g tonieseliagmel. Dol i D ek 5

(h) Land Application of Treated Eliluent

(see definilion no. 22b) (not applicable for

sand, gravel, slone and olher similar mining

operations)

(i) on agriculiurally managed siles (See def.

bip Sais et b e e L e ol e R ) i0

(ii) by high rale inliliration on non-agriculturally

managed sites (includes rotary dislribulors

and similar fixed nozzle Syslems]sic @i @ B 4

(iii) by subsurface disposzl (includes low pressure

pipe syslems and gravity syslems except at

planis consisting of seplic lank and nilrifica-

tionilines onlgiE - o e ATRE T il SR 0T T 4
(1) Microscreens ... .. i sk
() Phosphorus Removal by Biologi
(Seeic=tiNoion) i bl aled Ui e L 2
(k) Polishing Ponds - without zeralion . . . . . . .
Wilhiaeration! .. L. .. L0k
e T

(i) Post Aeralion -

(m)SElevesel Osmosisie s i i os ST e e
{n) Sand or Mixed-Media Filters - low rate . . ., ... .. _
lighiralel. Ao, - o 0. 5
(o) Treatment processes for removal of melal or
SEMEI L R SR Sis e e 1S
(p) Treatment processes for removal of loxic
materials other than meial or cyanide . .. .. .. . 15

N O N o

SLUDGE TREATMENT
(2) Sludge Digestion Tank - Healed............. .. i
REODICE R ol Gy a0
Gnlie et it aor e o
(b) Siudge Siabilization (chemical or lermal) rn s
(c) Sludge Drying Beds - ClE D I

aan W e o

19)" SludesiElitaolion oo, s ot S ipe | 8 TR
e) Siudge Conditioner (chemical or thermaltums i i
(1)L Sludoe Thickener fgravity) o bl o

Dissolved Air Flolalion Unit
(not applicable to a unil rales zs (3)

(h) Siudge Gas Ulilization (including gas storage) . - . .
{1) Sludge Holding Tank - AerateG................

(82

)]

Z
Q
=)
)
w
m
W
ok
0 U 5y D

(not including activated
carbon regeneration) .. ... 10
(k) Vacuum Filter, Centrifuge or Filler Press or other
sirnilardewalerng deviees o 0 s bk 10
3] SLUDGE DISPOSAL (including incinerated ash)
(2rlEagoonst St L wen VIR Bl et L) o Gl B 2
(b) Land Applicalion (surface and subsurface)
(see delinition 223)
-where the facilily holds the land app. permit . .. 10
-by conlracling lo a land applicalion operalor who
holds the Jand applicalionspermil ... . - oo . . 2
-land applicalion of sludge by a conlraclor who does
not! hold the permit for the wastewaler lrealment
facility where the sludge is generated . ... ... .. 10

(j) Siudge lacinerzlor -

() Candiiledibusialimasde Supi fed abn L By o8 A - 8 <
£3) DISINFECTION | y
G)EChlodnalion . v . S e Gie o580 ] f{
(L) ®echlomnaliont sy Skl 08 o rngy L5 ff
[CIRE o ne Me- o Sl o | ain ol e, - .’.)
(CREIahonke. Rl k] Sl g gl 5

(10) -CHEMICAL ADDITION SYSTEM (S) {See definition No. 9)
(not applicable lo chemical additions raled as ilen:
(3) (). (5) (a) (xi). (6) (a). () (b), (7) (b). (7) (e).
(9) (a). (9) (b), or (9) (c) 5 points each: List:

(11) MISCELLANEOUS UNITS

(a) Holding Ponds, Holding Tanks or Selliing Ponds

for Organic or Toxic Materials including wasles

from mining operations conlaining nilrogen and/or

phosphorous compounds in amounls significantly

grealer than is common for domestic waslewater ..........
(b)  Effluent Flow Equalization (nol applicable to slorage

basins which are inherent in land zpplication systems).
(c) Stage Discharge (nol applicable 1o slorage basins

inherent in land application systems
(d)  Pumps..i. .. T SR )
(e) Sland-By Power Supplylall
(f)y  Thermal Pollution Conlrol Device:

TOTAL POINTS

CLASSIFICATION

Classilt. vt »Ie b (e 5 - 25 Points
Class Il.. 26- 50 Poinis
Class 111. . 51- 65 Poinls
ClassiV.._ov. 2l sl G T 66- Up Points

Facililies having a rating of one through four points, inclusive,
c¢o not require a certified operator.  Classification of 2!l olher
{acililies requires a comparable grade operalor in responsidle
charge.

Facilities having an activated sludge process will be assigneg
& minimum classification of Class 1.

Facilities having treatment processes for the removal of meiz]
or cyanide will be assigned a minimum classification of Class I

Facilities having treatment processes for the biologicai removal
of phosphorus will be assigned a minimum classification of Class
L1,

In-plant processes and related control equipment which zre an

i ral part of industrial proguction shall not be considzred wasie
treatment. Likewise, discharges of wastewaler from res
having a design liow of 1,000 gpd or less, shall net be su

£ 2 e
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WASHINGTON REGIONAL OFFICE
April 6 1992
MEMORANDUM

FQ2 Mrs. cindy Final. gupervisor
operator Trainindg and Certification

@'W/ 7S
THRU: Rogexr Thorpe;, wWQ SuperVisor
Washington Regional office

FROM: EA Warren, WWTP Consultant
Washington Regional office

subject: E ciiity~CLassification»f’”
i, Dupont de Nemours & Co..

700005906 (PumP 5§ Haul)
Ienoir county @

 inc. (ReBEECS ite)

A rating scale for the subject facility is enclosed. since
the permit is for @ npump & Haul" facility, the plant willk
not be classified.

However, it is our opinion that this facility should ke
rreated as & pretreatment facility for the pupont, ginston
discharging facility (NPDES No. NC0003760) since that is
where the effluent from the facility will be hauled tO
underdgo further treatment. Therefore; 1 ey affect the
classification of NC0003760- A rating cheet fOT NC0003760

will be prepared and forwarded to you 1n the near future.

1f you have questions or need additional information,
please let us Know .

Enclosure
cEs Files

EW/WpBl/diskl/memorat.dup




DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAI. MANAGEMENT
May 8, 1987
MEMORANDUM

10 Arthur Mouberry, Supervisor
Permits and Engineering

s e
THROUGH: Jim Mulligan, Regidhal Supervisor
Washington Regional Office

THROUGH: Roger K. Thorpeyﬁégin %uality Supervisor
Washington Regional Office

FROM: Alton R. Hodge, Environmental Engineer

Water Quality Section, Washington Regional Office
SUBJECT: Permit Amendment Request )—*

Not 12725

E. I. DuPont de Nemours
Kentec, Inc.

Pump and Haul

Lenoir County

Mr. James C. Hobbs of DuPont has submitted a permit amendment request
in the form of two letters dated April 23, 1987, and Apriil 27,1987 .

Kentec, Inc., is a small company owned by DuPont which cleans metal
parts used in the manufacture of polyester fibers. Their wastewater
consists of triethylene glycol (TEG), titanium dioxide (TiO.,), and
water. After Kentec's initial wastewater treatment system proved
inadequate a request for a temporary pump and haul peEmit, Na /12725
was granted. That permit allows Kentec to transport all its waste-
water wastewater approximately two miles by tanker truck to the
DuPont, Kinston plant, where the wastewater is placed in railroad
tanker cars and shipped to a DuPont treatment plant at Deepwater, New
Jersey. Permit No. 12725 requires the submittal of plans and
specifications for a more environmentally sound method of wastewater
treatment to be submitted. That condition of the permit has been '
satisfied with approved plans to be issued for the construction of a
rail spur to the existing Kentec plant site where Kentec's wastewater
could be loaded directly on rail cars and shipped to the DuPont plant
at Deepwater, New Jersey. New Jersey state officials were contacted
and had no problem with Kentec's proposal.

Kentec recently had a 50 gallon spill of TEG which was reported
promptly and cleaned up quickly. However, because of the press
coverage, DuPont officials perceived the spill as a "black eye" and
originated the subject request.

The permit amendment request asks for a revised permit which would
allow:



Arthur Mouberry
May 8: 1987
Page 2

1) Additional time to conduct a feasibility study. The
study would determine the feasibility of relocating

the Kentec plant to a mo
the Kinston plant site.

2) If the study determined
additional time for ‘plan
(18 months), would be ne

3) If the study determined
additional time to const
plan at the present Kent

With either alternative, the wa

re secure site, possibly. to

it possible to relocate Kentec,
S, permits, and construction
eded.

it uneconomical to relocate,
ruct the already approved

ec site would be needed.

Stewater would be shipped by rail, in a

controlled eﬁvironment, to the DuPont plant at Deepwater, New Jersey.

DuPont offers the following time schedule with the permit amendment

request to:

a) Submit findings of feasi
by August 31, 1987.

b) Remain at present locati
November 30, 1987.

c) Relocate facility, compl
1989,

Considering the short distance

bility study to the Division,

on, complete construction by

ete construction by March 1,

of highway transport, approximately two

miles, and the increased security of possibly relocating Kentec to the
Kinston plant site, it is recommended DuPont's request be granted. It is
also recommended that the following condition be included in the revised

I. In the event E.I. duPont
fails to comply with the
a thousand dollars ($100

de Nemours and Comapny, Inc.,
complete construction dates,
0) a day penalty shall be

paid to the North Carolina Department of Natural

Resources Community Deve
as the construction is ¢
approved plans and speci

This condition has been discuss
accept this condition and not a

ARH/ekw -

lopment until such time
ompleted in accordance with
fications.

ed with DuPont. DuPont has agreed to
djudicate the permit.
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FEG us par aTM OFF
ESTABLISHED 1802

E. I. pu PoNnT DE NEMOURS & COMPANY

INCORPORATED
KINSTON PLANT
P.O. Box 800
KinsTON, NORTH CAROLINA 28502-0800
PHONE (919) 522-6111

FIBERS DEPARTMENT

Mr. Willie A. Hardison

Div. of Environmental Management
Groundwater Section

1424 Carxolina Avenue

Washington, NC 27889

RECEIVE
WASHINGT i1 Py

JUL 17 1593

-
LI SN

Kinston, North Carolina
July 12, 1996

Subject: Permit No. WQ0005906
E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co., Inc.

Kentec Site,

SIC Code No. 7399

Groundwater Remediation System

Lenoir County

Dear Mr. Haxrdison:

Pursuant to the requirements of the subject permit, here are the

data for the specified timeframes.

give me a call on (919) 522-6263.

If there are any questions, please

Sincerely,

JDH/jkj
Attachments

J. D. Henderson, Manager
N.C. Environmental Affairs

BETTER THINGS FOR BETTER LIVING



MEMORANDUM CKMHILL

Kentec Quarterly Groundwater Data and Monthly
Railcar Data

TO: Jerry Henderson/DuPont
FROM: Doug Dronfield /CH2M HILL
DATE: July 8, 1996

Enclosed are the quarterly groundwater monitoring data results (February, 1996 through
April, 1996), the railcar concentrations, and monthly railcar average concentrations for the
same time period (February, 1996 through April, 1996). The submittal of this data to the
state complies with Section I1.2. of the June 17, 1992 Groundwater Remediation Permit.

The railcar data (effluent from the groundwater treatment plant) are well within the limits
established by the permit (Section 1.27).

WODC/QTRLY.DOC 1



Kentec Quarterly Groundwater Data
April, 1996
All Concentrations are PPB .

MWwW-1 Apr-96 <7 <7 160
MWwW-3 Apr-96 18 7 230
MW-4A Apr-96 <7 <7 630
MW-4B Apr-56 <7 <7 <150
MW-6 Apr-96 <7 <7 3600
MW-7A Apr-96 <7 <7 480
MW-7B Apr-96 <7 <7 <150
MW-8 Apr-96 <7 <7 <150
MW-9 Apr-96 <7 <7 <150
MW-10A Apr-96 <7 <7 <150
MW-10B Apr-96 <7 <7 <150
MW-11A Apr-96 <7 <7 <150
MW-11B Apr-96 <7 <7 <150
MW-12 Apr-96 <7 <7 <150
MW-14A Apr-96 <7 <7 <150
MW-14B Apr-96 <7 <7 <150
MW-15 Apr-96 <7 <7 <150
MW-16 Apr-96 <7 <7 <150
MW-18 Apr-96 NA N\A N\A
SwW-11 Apr-96 <7 <7 <150
SW-24 Apr-96 <7 <7 <150
PS-2 Apr-96 <7 10 <150

Page 1



Kentec Groundwater Treatment Facility
February - April, 1996
Railcar

gy ”

onithly; rag

Page 2

Railcar 34064 2 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 6 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 9 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 12 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 14 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 16 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 21 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 23 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 26 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 28 730 <5 <5 <100
Morithl S
March
Railcar 34064 4 730 <5 <5
Railcar 94041 6 730 <5 <5
Railcar 34064 8 730 <5 <5
Railcar 94041 11 730 <5 <5
Railcar 34064 13 730 <5 <5
Railcar 94041 15 730 <5 <5
Railcar 34064 18 730 <5 <5
Railcar 94041 20 730 <5 <5
Railcar 94041 25 730 <5 <5
Railcar 9_:4_041 29 _230 <5 <5
onthl
April
Railear 34064 1 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 3 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 9 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 15 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 17 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 19 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 24 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 26 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 29 730 <5 <5




Kentec Groundwater Data
Water-Level Elevations
April 22, 1996
(Feet Above Mean Sea Level )

MW-1 23.82
MW-3 26.22
MW-4A 26.33
MW-4B 24,18
MW-6 25.16
MW-7A 24.71
MW-7B 24.40
MWwW-8 26.06
MW-9 26.40
MW-10A 26.25
MW-10B 23.43
MW-11A 26.01
MW-11B 23.86
MW-12 25.15
MW-14A 21.92
MW-14B 24.23
MW-15 23.36
MW-16 25.13
MW-18 NM
Note:

NM- Not measured.

gwelv.xls
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wirn oy RECE
g “ p D N ) WASHINGTON OFFICE

FEQ US PaT O YM OFF

ESTABLISHED 1802 FEB 2 6 1996

E. I. pu PonT DE NEMOURS & COMPANY B E
INCORPORATED . N m:

KINSTON PLANT .
P.O. Box 800

KinsToN, NORTH CAROLINA 28502-0800 Kinston, North Carolina

PHONE (919) 522-6111 February 23, .1996

FIBERS DEPARTMENT

Mr. Willie A. Hardison

Div. of Environmental Management
Groundwater Section

1424 Carolina Avenue

Washington, NC 27889

Subject: Permit No. WQ0005906
E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co., Inc.
Kentec Site, SIC Code No. 7399
Groundwater Remediation System
Lenoir County

Dear Mr. Hardison:

Pursuant to the requirements of the subject permit, here are the
data for the specified timeframes. If there are any questions, please
give me a call on (919) 522-6263.

Sincerely,

Sl i/

J. D. Henderson, Manager
'N.C. Environmental Affairs

JDH/jkj
Attachments

BETTER THINGS FOR BETTER LIVING



MEMORANDUM | CHMHILL

TO: Jerry Henderson/ Du Pont
FROM: Doug Dronfield/ CH2M HILL
DATE: February 7, 1996

SUBJECT:  Kentec Quarterly Groundwater Data and Monthly Railcar Data

Enclosed are the quarterly groundwater monitoring data results (November, 1995 through
January, 1996), the railcar concentrations, and monthly railcar average concentrations for the
same time period (November, 1995 through January, 1996). The submittal of this data to the
state complies with Section I1.2. of the June 17, 1992 Groundwater Remediation Permit.

The railcar data (effluent from the groundwater treatment plant) are well within the limits
established by in the permit (Section 1.27).



Kentec Quarterly Groundwater Data
January, 1996
All Concentrations are PPB

Page 1



Kentec Groundwater Treatment Facility
November, 1995 - January, 1996
Railcar

Railcar 34064 1 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 6 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 8 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 10 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 13 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 15 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 17 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 22 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 27 730 <5 <5 <100

<5 <5 <100

Railc 29 730

December

Railcar 34064 1 .1 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 4 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 6 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 8 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 13 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 15 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 18 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 20 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 22 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 27 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 29 730

Monthly Averag

Railcar 34064 2 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 3 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 5 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 8 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 10 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 12 730 <5 <5 . <100
Railcar 34064 19 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 22 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 24 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 26 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 29 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 31 <5
.. "Monthly Average - |- ET R e C s

Page 2



Kentec Groundwater Data
Water-Level Elevations
January 16, 1996
(Feet Above Mean Sea Level )

MWwW-1 23.82 31.22
MW-3 25.36 29.62 -
MW-4A 25.42 33.00
MW-4B 23.53 33.23
W-6 24.08 30.71
MW-7A 24.77 30.18
MW-7B 23.70 30.53
MW-8 25.55 31.18
MW-9 25.75 32.78
MW-10A 25.37 33.10
MW-10B 22.68 32.43
MW-11A 25.04 32.82
MW-11B 23.09 33.11
MW-12 25.48 30.03
MW-14A 22.32 28.48
MW-14B . 23.46 27.33
MW-15 23.66 28.96
MW-16 24.70 29.50
MW-18 NM NM
Note:
NM- Not measured.

gwelv.xls



RECEIVED
WASHINGTON OFFICE

EXTERNAL AFFAIRS , JANTO 1996
150 Fayetteville Street Mall, Suite 2210 )
Raleigh, North Carolina 27601 8. B .

Phone: (919) 834-8398
Fax:(919) 828-2707

January 16, 1996

Mr. Willie A. Hardison

Div. Of Environmental Management
Groundwater Section

1424 Carolina Avenue

Washington, NC 27889

SUBJECT: Permit No. WQ0005906
E. 1. Du Pont de Nemours & Co., Inc.
Kentec Site, SIC Code No. 7399
Groundwater Remediation System
Lenoir County

Dear Mr. Hardison:

Pursuant to the requirements of the subject permit, here are the data for the specified
timeframes. If there are any questions, please give me a call on (919) 522-6263.

Sincerely,

J. D. Henderson, Manager '
NC Environmental Affairs

JDH:jmw WW—————

Attachments

Better Things for Better Living

EA-120



MEMORANDUM CHMHILL

TO: Jerry Henderson/ Du Pont
FROM: Doug Dronfield/ CH2M HILL
DATE: December 28, 1995

SUBJECT: Kentec Quarterly Groundwater Data and Monthly Railcar Data

Enclosed are the quarterly groundwater monitoring data results (August through October,
1995), the railcar concentrations, and monthly railcar average concentrations for the same
time period (August through October, 1995). The submittal of this data to the state complies
with Section I1.2. of the June 17, 1992 Groundwater Remediation Permit.

The railcar data (effluent from thé groundwater treatment plant) are well within the limits
established by in the permit (Section 1.27).



Kentec Quarterly Groundwater Data
October, 1995

All Concentrations are PPB
e
Oct-95 <7 <7 300
Oct-95 41 49 360
Oct-95 7.2 <7 650
Oct-95 <7 <7 ' <150
Oct-95 <7 11 4500
Oct-95 <7 <7 320
Oct-95 <7 <7 <150
Oct-95 <7 <7 180
Oct-95 <7 <7 <150
Oct-95 <7 <7 <150
Oct-95 <7 <7 <150
Oct-95 <7 <7 <150
Oct-95 <17 <7 <150
Oct-95 <7 ) <7 < 150
Oct-95 <7 <7 410
Oct-95 <7 <7 <150
Oct-95 <7 <7 <150
Oct-95 <7 <7 < 150
Oct-95 N\A NA N\A
Oct-95 <7 <7 <150
Oct-95 <7 <7 < 150
Oct-95 10 52 < 150

Page 1



Kentec Groundwater Treatment Facility
August - October, 1995
_Railcar

Railcar 94041 2 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 3 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 7 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 9 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 11 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 14 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 16 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 18 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 21 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 23 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 25 730 <5 <5 <100
Railear 34064 28 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 30 730 <5 <5 <100

Maonthly: Average

Railcar 34064 1 730 <5
Railcar 94041 5 730 <5
Railcar 34064 8 730 <5
Railcar 94041 11 730 <5
Railcar 34064 13 730 <5
Railcar 94041 15 730 <5
Railcar 34064 18 730 <5
Railcar 94041 20 730 <5
Railcar 34064 22 730 <5
Railcar 94041 25 730 <5
Railcar 34064 27 730 <5
Railcar 9404 29 730 <5
October
Railcar 34064 2 730 <5
Railcar 94041 4 730 <5
Railcar 34064 6 730 <5
Railcar 94041 9 730 <5
Railcar 34064 11 730 <5
Railcar 94041 13 730 <5
Railcar 34064 16 730 <5
Railcar 94041 18 730 <5
Railcar 34064 23 730 <5
Railcar 94041 25 700 <5

Railcar 34064 27 730 <5
oo MonthlyAverage:. 0 5 o TR g8 i

Page 2



Kentec Groundwater Data
Water-Level Elevations
October 9, 1995
(Feet Above Mean Sea Level )

MW-3 23.86
MW-4A 23.82
MW-4B 21.68
MW5 .93
MW-7A 24.03
MW-7B 21.81
MW-8 23.58
MW-0 23.38
MW-10A 23.58
MW-10B 20.88
MW-11A 24.02
MW-11B 21.28
MW-12 24.70
MW-14A 21.28
MW-14B 21.60
MW-15 21.66
MW-16 23.65
MW-13 23.73

gwelv.xis
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DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT
GROUNDWATER SECTION .

January 2, 1996

MEMORANDUM

To: Carolyn McCasic’ﬂl

Through: Bob Cheek @»_%

> oE
-~z

From: David Goodrich ﬁ _ WASH;},\%:TEO%E%FFICE

Subject:  E. L DuPont - Kentec Facility JAN 17 1996
Non-Discharge Permit Application B E M
Wastewater Recycling System ’ ,
Lenoir County Ps i
WQ0011757/GW95264 )

(John Seymour: DEM SERG Review Engineer)

The Groundwater Section has reviewed the subject permit application for the operation of
a wastewater recycling system which will allow reuse of the wastewater generated from the
cleaning of metal parts used in the manufacture of polyester fabrics. The wastewater
generated from this process has historically been stored in a railcar and transported to a
treatment facility in New Jersey under Pump and Haul Permit No. WQ0005394. New
technology, in the form of a crossflow membrane filtration system and a spiral wound
reverse osmosis system, allows 80 to 90% of the wastewater to be reused (on-site). The
wastewater which cannot be recycled will continue to be sent to the treatment facility in New
Jersey.

Neither the existing nor the proposed treatment methodologies result in any discharge of
the wastewater to surface water, land surface, or ground water at the facility. The course of
action proposed by the applicant, as presented in the application package, will not contact
groundwater and will therefore have no impact on the quality of the groundwater beneath the
facility.

The Groundwater Section has no objections to the issuance of this permit.
If there are any questions please let me know.
cc:  Willie Hardison

Permit Files
--DUPONTKE--
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. RECEIVED
EXTERNAL AFFAIRS WASHINGTON QFFICE
150 Fayetteville Street Mall, Suite 2210 -
Raleigh, North Carolina 27601 eG I (i 0 'i995
Phone: (919) 834-8398
Fax: (919) 828-2707 D. E. M.

i o o

October 6, 1995

Mr. Willie A. Hardison

Div. Of Environmental Management
Groundwater Section

1424 Carolina Avenue

Washington, NC 27889

RE: Permit No. WQ0005906
E. I. DuPont de Nemours & Co., Inc.
Kentec Site, SIC Code No. 7399
Groundwater Remediation System
Lenior County

Dear Mr. Hardison:

Pursuant to the requirements of the subject permit, here are the data for the specified
timeframes. If there are any questions, please give me a call on (919) 834-8398.

Sincerely,

J. D. Henderson, Manager
N.C. Environmental Affairs

JDH:jmw
W
Attachments

Better Things for Better Living

EA-120
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MEMORANDUM CHMHILL |
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RECEIVED
WASHINGTON OFFICE
TO: Jerry Henderson/ Du Pont -
| GCT 10 1995
FROM: Doug Dronfield/ CH2M HILL '
B E W ,
DATE: August 25, 1995 E R {

SUBJECT: Kentec Quarterly Groundwater Data and Monthly Railcar Data

Enclosed are the quarterly groundwater monitoring data results (May through July,
1995), the railcar concentrations, and monthly railcar average concentrations for the
same time period (May through July, 1995). The submittal of this data to the state
cemplies with Section IL2. of the June 17, 1992 Groundwater Remediation Permit.

The railcar data (effluent from the groundwater treatment plant) are well within the
limits established by in the permit (Section 1.27).



Kentec Quarterly Groundwater Data
July, 1995
All Concentrations are PPB

MW-1 Jul-95 <7 <7 200
MW-3 Jul-95 13 <7 280
MW-4A Jul-95 7.2 <7 1000
MW-4B Jul-95 <7 <7 <150
MW-6 Jul-95 <7 11 4000
MW-7A Jul-95 <7 <7 840
MW-7B Jul-95 <7 <7 <150
MW-8 Jul-95 <7 <7 190
MW-9 Jul-95 . <7 <7 <150
MW-10A Jul-95 <7 <7 <150
MW-10B Jul-95 <17 <7 <150
MW-11A Jul-95 <17 8.6 <150
MW-11B Jul-95 <7 <7 <150
MW-12 Jul-95 <17 <7 <150
MW-14A Jul-95 <7 - <7 240
MW-14B Jul-95 <7 <7 <150
MW-15 Jul-95 <7 <7 <150
MW-16 Jul-95 <7 <7 <150
MW-18 Jul-95 NA NA N\A
Sw-11 Jul-95 <7 <7 <150
Sw-24 Jul-95 <17 <7 <150
PS-2 Jul-95 25 100 <150

Page 1



Kentec Groundwater Treatment Facility
May - July, 1995
Railcar

Railcar 34064 1 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 5 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 8 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 10 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 12 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 19 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 22 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 19 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 22 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 24 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 26 730 <5 <5 <100
Kailcar 34064 30 730 <5 <5 <160
Railcar 94041 31 730 <5 <5 <100
SMonthlyiA; 0

Railcar 34064 2 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 5 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 7 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 12 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 14 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 16 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 19 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 21 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 23 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 26 730 <5 5 <100
Railcar 34064 28 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 30 730 <5 <5 <100
onthlyiAverags " 5

Railcar 34064 3 730 <5 <S5 <100
Railcar 94041 7 - 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 10 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 12 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 17 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 19 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 21 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 28 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 31 730 <5 <5 <100

“Monthly Average: T 5. <5 ;

Page 2



Kentec Groundwater Data
Water-Level Elevations
July 25, 1995
(Feet Above Mean Sea Level )

MW-1 25.70
MW-3 26.12
MW-4A ~ 26.05
MW-4B 23.65
MW= 34.67
MW-7A 24.98
MW-7B 23.83
MW-8 26.13
MW-9 25.70
MW-10A 25.95
MW-10B 22.78
MW-11A 25.97
MW-11B 23.26
MW-12 25.17
MW-14A 24.78
MW-14B 20.47
MW-15 23.03
MW-16 25.38
MW-18 26.03

gwelv.xls
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@E - WASHE\!%%‘%%E%FHCE

REG US par i OFF

ESTABLISHED 1802 JUN 2 2 3995

E. I. pu PonT DE NEMOURS & COMPANY

INCORPORATED ﬁk ﬁw M-
KINSTON PLANT “2‘
P.O. Box 800 N
KinsTON, NORTH CAROLINA 28502-0800 Kinston, North Carolina
PHONE (919} 522-6111 June 21, 1995

FIBERS DEPARTMENT

Mr. Willie A. Hardison

Div. of Environmental Management
Groundwater Section

1424 Carolina Avenue

Washington, NC 27889

Subject: Permit No. WQ0005906
E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co., Inc.
Kentec Site, SIC Code No. 7399
Groundwater Remediation System
Lenoir County

Deaxr Mr. Hardison:

Pursuant to the requirements of the subject permit, here are the
data for the specified timeframes. If there are any questions, please
give me a call on (919) 522-6263.

Sincerely,
d. D?i%Z;derson, Manager

N.C. Environmental Affairs

JDH/jkj
Attachments -

BETTER THINGS FOR BETTER LIVING

wrisseyT
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CHMHILL

MEMORANDUM

TO: Jerry Henderson/ Du Pont

FROM: Doug Dronfield/ CH2M HILL
DATE: June 13, 1995

SUBJECT: Kentec Quarterly Groundwater Data and Monthly Railcar Data

Enclosed are the quarterly groundwater monitoring data results (February through April,
1995), the railcar concentrations, and monthly railcar average concentrations for the same
time period (February through April, 1995). The submittal of this data to the state
complies with Section II.2. of the June 17, 1992 Groundwater Remediation Permit.

The railcar data (effluent from the groundwater treatment plant) are well within the limits
established by in the permit (Section 1.27).



Kentec Quarterly Groundwater Data
April, 1995
All Concentrations are PPB

MW-10A Apr-95 <7 <7 <150
MW-10B Apr-95 <7 <7 <150
MW-11A Apr-95 <7 <7 <150
MW-11B Apr-95 <7 <7 <150
MW-12 Apr-95 <7 <7 <150
MW-14A Apr-95 <7 <7 160
MW-14B Apr-95 <7 <7 <150
MW-15 Apr-95 <7 <7 <150
MW-16 Apr-95 <7 <7 <150
MW-18 Apr-95 NA N\A N\A
Sw-11 Apr-95 <7 <7 <150
SwW-24 Apr-95 <7 <17 <150
PS-2 Apr-95 14 54 <150

Page 1




Kentec Groundwater Treatment Facility
February - April, 1995
Railcar

Railcar 94041 1 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 6 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 10 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 13 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 15 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 17 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 20 730 <5 - <5 <100
Railcar 94041 22 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 24 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 27 730 <5 <5 <100

cuthly;Average

Railcar 34064 1 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 3 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 6 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 8 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 10 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 13 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 15 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 24 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 27 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 29 730 <5 <5 <100

Railcar 34064 3 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 10 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 12 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 13 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 18 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 19 730 <5 <5 <100
Railear 34064 21 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 26 730 6 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 28 730 <5 <5 <100

nt}

Page 2




Kentec Groundwater Data
Water-Level Elevations
April 18, 1995
(Feet Above Mean Sea Level )

MW-3 25.77
MW-4A 25.88
MW-4B 23.38
MW-6 24.04
MW-TA 23.53
MW-7B 24.88
MWwW-8 25.53
MWwW-9 25.86
MW-10A 25.70
MW-10B 22.78
MW-11A 25.42
MW-11B 23.21
MW-12 24.76
MW-14A 21.70
MW-14B 23.58
MW-15 22.39
MW-16 24.90
MW-18 25.68
gwelv.xls
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R-12003-K REV. 890 _ : 5 e ree o et
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WASHINGTON OFFICE

FEB 2 8 199

ESTABLISHED 1802

E. l. pu PonT DE NEMOURS & CoMPANY

INCORPORATED
D. E M.
KINSTON PLANT i 1
P.O. Box 800 E’“ T —— ,
KinsTON, NORTH CAROLINA 28502-0800 Kinston, North Carolina
PHONE (919) 522-6111 February 27, 1995

FIBERS DEPARTMENT

Mr. Willie A. Hardison

Div. of Environmental Management
Groundwater Section

1424 Carolina Avenue

Washington, NC 27889

Subject: Permit No. WQ0005906
E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co., Inc.
KRentec Site, SIC Code No. 7399
Groundwater Remediation System
Lenoir County

Dear Mr. Hardison:

Pursuant to the requirements of the subject permit, here are the
data for the specified timeframes. If there are any questions, please
give me a call on (919) 522-6263.

Sincerely,

J. D. Henderson, Manager
N.C. Environmental Affairs

JDH/jkj
Attachments

BETTER THINGS FOR BETTER LIVING



CHMHILL

MEMORANDUM

TO: Jerry Henderson/ Du Pont

FROM: Doug Dronfield/ CH2M HILL
DATE: February 21, 1995

SUBJECT: Kentec Quarterly Groundwater Data and Monthly Railcar Data

Enclosed are the quarterly groundwater monitoring data results (November, 1994 through
January, 1995), the railcar concentrations, and monthly railcar average concentrations for
the same time period (November, 1994 through January, 1995). The submittal of this
data to the state complies with Section II.2. of the June 17, 1992 Groundwater
Remediation Permit.

The railcar data (effluent from the groundwater treatment plant) are well within the limits
established by in the permit (Section 1.27).



Kentec Quarterly Groundwater Data
January, 19985
All Concentrations are PPB

MW-1 Oct-94 <7 <7 <150
MW-3 Oct-94 1 18 480
MW-4A Oct-94 7.6 <7 720
MW-4B Oct-94 <7 <7 <150
MW-6 Oct-94 <7 <7 6700
MW-7A Oct-94 <7 <7 220
MW-7B Oct-94 . <7 <7 <150
MW-8 Oct-94 <7 <7 <150
MW-9 Oct-94 <7 <7 <150
MW-10A Oct-94 <7 <7 <150
MW-10B Oct-94 <7 <7 <150
MW-11A Oct-94 <7 <7 <150
MW-11B Oct-94 <7 <7 " <150
MW-12 Oct-94 <7 <7 < 150
MW-14A Oct-94 <7 <7 220
MW-14B Oct-94 <7 <7 <150
MW-15 Oct-94 <7 <7 <150
MW-16 Oct-94 <7 <7 <150
MW-18 Oct-94 NA N\A N\A
Sw-11 Oct-94 <7 <7 <150
SW-24 Oct-94 <7 <7 <150
PS-2 Oct-94 20 64 <150

MW 18 was dry during this sampling event.

Page 1




Kentec Groundwater Treatment Facility
November, 1994 - January, 1995
Railcar

November

Railcar 94041 2 730 <100
Railcar 34064 4 730 <100
Railcar 94041 7 730 <100
Railcar 34064 9 730 <100
Railcar 94041 11 730 <100
Railcar 34064 14 730 <100
Railcar 94041 16 730 <100
Railcar 94041 21 730 <100
Railcar 34064 23 730 <100

28 730 <100

Railcar 94041

December
Railcar 94041 2 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 5 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 9 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 12 730 <5 <5 <100
Railear 34064 14 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 16 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 19 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 21 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 27 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 28 730 <5 <5 <100

Iont

Railcar 34064

Page 2

Railcar 34064 3 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 4 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 9 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 11 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 13 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 16 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 18 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 20 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 23 730 <5 <5 <100
Railear 34064 25 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 27 730 <5 <5 <100

30 730 <5 <5 <100




EY N

Kentec Groundwater Data
Water-Level Elevations
January 24, 1995
(Feet Above Mean Sea Level )

Mw-1 25.34
MW-3 25.04
MW-4A 25.16
MW-4B 22.73
MW-6 23.67
MW-7A 24.68
MW-7B 22.95
MW-8 25.28
MW-9 25.48
MW-10A 25.07
MW-10B 21.71
MW-11A 24.64
MW-11B 22.33
MW-12 25.65
MW-14A 22.28
MW-14B 22.70
MW-15 23.51
MW-16 22.70
MW-18 24.18
gwelv.xls
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E. I. pu PonT DE NEMOURS & COMPANY

INCORPORATED

KINSTON PLANT . D. E M.
P.O. Box 800 % e
3 tanat o e
KinsTON, NORTH CAROLINA 28502-0800 Kinston, North Carolina

PHONE (919) 522-6111 ; December 5, 1994

FIBERS DEPARTMENT

Mr. Willie A. Hardison

Div. of Environmental Management
Groundwater Section

1424 Carolina Avenue

Washington, NC 27889

Subject: Permit No. WQ0005906
E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co., Inc.
Kentec Site, SIC Code No. 7399
Groundwater Remediation System
Lenoir County

Dear Mr. Hardison:

Pursuant to the requirements of the subject permit, here are the
data for the specified timeframes. If there are any questions, please
give me a call on (919) 522-6263.

Sincerely,
Q.0. Wéé*

J. D. Henderson, Manager
N.C. Environmental Affairs

JDH/ k3
Attachments

BETTER THINGS FOR BETTER LIVING

I
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MEMORANDUM CHMHIl|

TO: Jerry Henderson/ Du Pont

FROM: Doug Dronfield/ CH2M HILL
DATE: November 22, 1994

SUBJECT: XKentec Quarterly Groundwater Data and Monthly Railcar Data

Enclosed are the quarterly groundwater monitoring data results (August through October,
1994), the railcar concentrations, and monthly railcar average concentrations for the same
time period (August through October, 1994). The submittal of this data to the state
complies with Section IL2. of the June 17, 1992 Groundwater Remediation Permit.

The railcar data (effluent from the groundwater treatment plant) are well within the limits
established by in the permit (Section 1.27).

memo



Kentec Ouar{erly Groundwater Data
Qctober, 1994
All Concentrations are PPB

MW-1 Oct-94 12 <7 238
MWwW-3 Oct-94 33 11 508
MW-4A Oct-94 11 <7. 1207
MW-4B Oct-94 <7 <17 < 150
MW-6 Oct-94 <7 <7 6690
MW-7A Oct-94 <7 <7 576
MW-7B Oct-94 <7 <7 < 150
MW-8 Oct-94 <7 <7 < 150
MW.-9 Oct-94 <17 <17 < 150
MW-10A Oct-94 <7 <7 < 150
MW-10B Oct-94 <17 <7 < 150
MW-11A Oct-94 <7 <7 < 150
MW-11B Oct-94 <17 <7 < 150
MW-12 Oct-94 <7 <7 < 150
MW-14A Oct-94 <7 <7 406
MW-14B Oct-94 <7 <17 < 150
MW-15 Oct-94 <7 <7 191
MW-16 Oct-94 <7 i <17 < 150
MW-18 Oct-94 N\A N\A ) N\A
SW-11 Oct-94 <7 <17 < 150
SW-24 Oct-94 <7 <7 < 150
PS-2 Oct-94 <7 72 193

No’rc’, MW-E s drY doum\‘vxj e SQMQ\‘Wj evest

Page 1



Kentee Groundwater Treatment Facility
August - October, 1994
Railcar

Railcar 94041 17 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 19 800 8 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 22 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 24 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 26 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 29 800 <5 <5 <100

Railcar 94041

nthiy Averag

September
Railcar 94041 6 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 8 730 5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 12 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 14 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 16 800 7 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 19 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 21 800 <5 <5 <100
Railear 34064 23 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 26 730 6 6 <100
Railcar 34064 28 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 30 800 <5 <5 <100

LAvVerag

Railcar 94041 3 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 5 800 7 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 7 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 10 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 15 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 26 700 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 28 730 <5 <5 <100

Page 2
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Kentec Groundwater Data
Water-Level Elevations
October 4, 1994
(Feet Above Mean Sea Level )

MW-1 23.95
MW-3 24.17
MW-4A 24.10
MW-4B 21.33
MW= 23.28
MW-TA 23.63
MW-7B 21.58
MW-8 23.80
MW-9 23.71
MW-10A 23.83
MW-10B 20.58
MW-11A 23.70
MW-11B 20.94
MW-12 24.85
MW-14A 21.63
MW-14B 21.18
MW-15 21.86
MW-16 23.60
MW-18 23.76

gwelv.xls
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E. l. pu PoNT bE NEMOURs & COMPANY / RECEIVED
INCORPORATED WASHINGTON OFFICE
KINSTON PLANT

P.O. Box 800 SEP 2 6 1994

KINSTON, NORTH CAROLINA 28502-0800

September 19, 1994
PHONE (919) 522-6111 P J P E WM

T

FIBERS DEPARTMENT %

Mr. Willie A. Hardison

Div. of Environmental Management
Groundwater Section

P. O. Box 1507

Washington, NC 27889

Subject: Permit No. WQ0005906
E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co., Inc.
Kentec Site, SIC Code No. 7399
Groundwater Remediation System
Lenoir County

Dear Mr. Hardison:

Pursuant to the requirements of the subject permit, here are the
data for the specified timeframes. If there are any gquestions, please
give me a call on (919) 522-6263. )

Sincerely,

J. D. Henderson, Manager
. N.C. Environmental Affairs

JDH/ik]
Attachments

BETTER THINGS FOR BETTER LIVING

pR e ]

P



MEMORANDUM CHMHIl |

TO: Jerry Henderson/ Du Pont

FROM: Doug Dronfield/ CH2M HILL
DATE: September 7, 1994
SUBJECT: Kentec Quarterly Groundwater Data and Monthly Railcar Data

Enclosed are the quarterly groundwater monitoring data results (May, 1994 through
July, 1994), the railcar concentrations, and monthly railcar average concentrations for
the same time period (May, 1994 through July, 1994). The submittal of this data to
the state complies with Section II.2. of the June 17, 1992 Groundwater Remediation
Permit.

The railcar data (efﬂuent from the groundwater treatment plant) are well within the
limits established by in the permit (Section 1.27).



Kentec Quarterly Groundwater Data

July, 1994
All Concentrations are PPB

MW-3 Jul-94 ! 91 520
MW-4A Jul-94 24 1200
MW-4B Jul-94 <7 < 150
MW-6 Jul-94 <7 8100
MW-7A Jul-94 <7 470
MW-7B Jul-94 <7 < 150
MW-8 Jul-94 7.6 < 150
MW-$ Jul-94 <7 < 150
MW-10A Jul-94 25 < 150
MW-10B Jul-94 ) <7 < 150
MW-11A Jul-94 <7 < 150
MW-11B Jul-94 <7 < 150
MW-12 Jul-94 <7 < 150
MW-14A Jul-94 15 900
MW-14B Jul-94 <7 < 150
MW-15 Jul-94 20 < 150
MW-16 Jul-94 ' <7 < 150
MWwW-18 Jul-94 <17 < 150
Sw-11 Jul-94 <7 < 150
SW-24 Jul-94 <7 < 150

PS-2 Jul-94 240 760

Page 1



Kentec Groundwater Treatment Facility
May - July, 1994
Railcar

May
Railcar 34064 2 800 5 11
Railcar 94041 4 800 <5 8
Railcar 34064 6 800 8 8
Railcar 94041 9 800 6 5
Railcar 34064 12 800 <5 9
Railcar 94041 13 730 <5 7
Railcar 34064 16 800 <5 <5
Railcar 94041 19 800 <5 5
Railcar 34064 23 800 <5 <5
Railcar 94041 27 800 <5 9
Raiicar 34064 31 800 <5 <5

ManthlyiAverige: L L5 i

Railcar 94041
Railcar 34064 3 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 6 800 7 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 8 ~ 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 10 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 13 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 N/A
Railcar 34064 17 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 24
Railcar 34064 27

July
Railcar 94041 1 730 <5 7 <100
Railcar 34064 5 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 7 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 11 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 13 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 15 800 <5 <5 <100

Page 2
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Kentec Groundwater Data
Water-Level Elevations
July 5, 1994
(Feet Above Mean Sea Level )

MW- 23.92
MW-3 23.17
MW-4A 23.09
MW-4B 22.73
MW-6 23.19
MW-7A 24.33
MW-78 22.73
MW-8 23.68
MW-9 25.18
MW-10A 24.90
MW-10B 21.78
MW-11A 25.27
MW-11B 22.11
MW-12 23.88
MW-14A 20.70
MW-14B 21.43
MW-15 21.26
MW-16 22.13
MW-18 23.83

gwelv.xls




| RO
State of North Carolina
Department of Environment,
Health and Natural Resources

Washington Regional Office

ety
James B. Hunt, Jr., Governor e ——

Jonathan B. Howes, Secretary DE H NIR

Nancy W. Smith, Regional Manager

DIVISION OF 'ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT
. 7 June 1994 )

Mr. Marvin Blount, Jr.
400 W. First Street .
Greenville, North Carolina 27834

Dear Mr. Blount:

As promised during our 1 June 1994 conference, please find enclosed the
chronology from Division files on the James/Kentec/DuPont site. I have thought
about meeting the management team from James Enterprises with Mr. Ernie Long of
DuPont, and I can’t remember where it took place. It could have even been a
chance encounter in Raleigh in the Division’s headquarters building.

If further information or clarification is required, please advise.

o

3\

Sincerely,
() Teipdhasto
Jim Mulligan

Regional Supervisor
washington Regional Office

JM/aht _ .

1424 Carolina Avenue, Washington, North Carolina 27889 Telephone 919-946-6481 FAX 919-975-3716
An Equal Opportunity Affirmative Action Employer 50% recycled/10% post-consumer paper
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CGroundwater Incident File # Ranldnyg Performed by: LR . CRE W)
Date: g/ / / 7 : .
S NORTH CAROLINA ‘
.* o . .GROUNDWATER CONTAMINATION INCIDENT MANAGEMENT
. - SITE PRIORITY RANKING SYSTEM '
(To be completed by Regional Office)
Po'nts Awardeqd
1 IMMINENT HAZARD ASSESSMENT
A Explosion - free product in confined areas or vapor phase product
detected at or above 20% of the lower explosive imit or at health concern levels; .
award 50 points total . a%
B. Fire - free product subject to fgnition in exposed areas such as
surface wafer fmpoundments, streams, excavations, etc.; award 50
points total O
In EXPOSURE ASSESSMENT
A Contaminated Drinking Water Supplies ’
1. Private, domestc water supply well containing substances in con-
centrations exceeding 15A NCAC 2L groundwater quality standards:
award 10 points per well . o
2. Public or institutional water supply well containing substances in
concentrations exceeding 15A NCAC 2L groundwater quality (\}
standards; award 20 points per well <
3. Exceedances of Class WS-1 surface water quality standards as a
result of groundwater discharge; award 20 points per surface water )
body impacted
4. If a water supply well identified in ftems 11, A landIl. A 2 cannot be
replaced by an existing public water supply source requiring hook-
up only; award additional 10 points per frreplaceable well O
g Threat to Uncontaminated Drinking Water Supplies
1. Private, domestic water supply well located within 1500 feet down .
gradient of contaminant source; award 10 points per well _ _3#_
2. Public or institutonal water sdpply well Jocated within 1500 fest o)
downgradient of contaminant source; award 15 points per well
3. -Raw surface water intake for public water supply located within 1 /2
mile downgradient of contaminant source; award 5 points per water
supply system &
4, If any well identified in ftems I1.'B. 1 and I, B. 2 or an intake in item )
IL B. 3. are located within 250 feet of contaminant source; award 20
additional 20 points total (not per well or intake)
C. Vapor Phése Exposure
N ' Product vapors detected in inhabitable building(s) below 20% of the lower A

explosive limit or health concern levels; award 30 points total




. GW/TF-200
R, . - . ’ - Pagc2 of3

< : | i . - S . B/1/8

= Feints Awarded .

2. Product vapors detected in other conﬁneci areas (uninhabitable butld-
ings, sewer lines, utlity vaults, etc.) below 20% of the lower explostive .
limit; award 10 points total : O -

ifI. SOURCE ASSESSMENT

A Uncontrolled or Unabated Primary Source (including dumpsites, stockpiles,
lagoons, land applications, septc tanks, landfills, underground and above
ground storage tanks, etc.) ' ’

1. Suspected or confirmed source remains in active use and continues to
recetve raw product, wastewater or solid waste; award 30 points per (~
source .

2. Active use of suspected or confirmed source has been discontinued or

source was caused by a one-time release of product or waste, however,

source continues to release product or contaminants into the environ- 0
ment; award 10 points per source |

Iv. ENVIRONMENTAL VULNERABILITY ASSESSMENT

A Vertical Contaminant Migration - Literature or well logs indicate that no confin-
ing layer is present above bedrock or within twenty feet of land surface;
award 10 points total &)

B. Horizontal Contaminant Migration - Data or observations indicate that no dis-
charge points or aquifer discontinuities exist between the source and the

nearest downgradient drinking water supply; award 10 points total &
C. Exdsting Groundwater Quality - The worst case monitor or supply well contains
contaminant levels: _ -
1. . Atless than 10 times the 2L groundwater standards; award 5 points 2
2. Between 10 and 100 times the 2L groundwater standards; award 20 20
points ¥ _ .
8. ‘Greater than 100 times the 2L groundwater standards; award 40 points ad

Y. REGIONAL OFFICE RESPONSE (LETTER RANK)
Priority A - (Site meets any gne of the criteria)

1. Water supply well(s) contaminated and no alternate water supplies
available, .

2. Vapors present in confined areas at explosive or health concern levels.
8. Treated surface water supply in violation of the safe drinking standards.
Priority B - (Any One)

1 Water sﬁpply well(s) contaminated, but alternate water supplies avail-
ible.




6/1/92

e ke - -

2. Water supply well(s) within 1500 feet of site, but not contaminated and
no alternate water supplies available.

S. Vapors present in confined areas 'b{Jt not at explosive or health concern
levels.

Priority C - (Both)
) 1. No water supply well(s) contaminted.

2.  Water supply well(s) greater than 1500 feet from site, no alternate water
supply available.

Priosit{ D Bott
1. No water supply well(s) contaminted.

2. Water supply well(s) within 1500 feet of site but alternate water supplies
available.

Priority E - {(Both)
1. No water supply well(s) contaminated or within 1500 feet of site.

2. Area served by alternate T:vatcr supply;

TOTAL POINTS AWARDED -
. YO /D

#/Letter
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E. |. pu PonNnT bE NEMOURs & CoOMPANY

INCORPORATED
KINSTON PLANT
P.O. Box 800
KinsTON, NORTH CAROLINA 28502-0800
PHONE (919) 522-6111

FIBERS DEPARTMENT

Mr. Willie A. Hardison

Div. of Environmental Management
Groundwater Section

P. Q. Box 1507

Washington, NC 27889

Subiject:
E. I.

o

RECEIVED
WASHINGTON OFFICE
MAY 3 1 1994

p. E M.

»

1
M
&

May 27, 1994 §

Permit No. WQ0005906
du Pont de Nemours & Co. Inc.

Kentec Site, SIC Code No. 7399
Groundwater Remediation System
Lenoir County

Dear Mr. Hardison:

Pursuant to the requirements of the subject permit, here

are the data for the specified time frames.

If there are any

questions, please give me a call on (919) 522-6263.

JDH/ 3k
Attachments

Sincerely, ‘

J. D. Henderson, Manager
N.C. Environmental Affairs

BETTER THINGS FOR BETTER LIVING

]



MEMORANDUM CHMHILL

TO: Jerry Henderson/ Du Pont

FROM: Doug Dronfield/ CH2M HILL

DATE: May 19, 1994

SUBJECT: Kentec Quarterly Groundwater Data and Monthly Railcar Data
Enclosed are the quarterly groundwater monitoring data results (February through
Aupril, 1994), the railcar concentrations, and monthly railcar average concentrations
for the same time period (February through March, 1994). The submittal of this data
to the state complies with Section I1.2. of the June 17, 1992 Groundwater

Remediation Permit.

- The railcar data (effluent from the groundwater treatment plant) are well within the
limits established by in the permit (Section 1.27).



Kentec Quarterly Groundwater Data
April, 1994
All Concentrations are PPB

Page 1



Kentec Groundwater Treatment Facility
February-April, 1994
Railcar

Railcar 94041 2 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 4 700 7 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 7 700 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 9 700 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 11 700 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 14 700 <5 7 189

Railcar 94041 17 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 21 700 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 22 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 23 730 <5 5 <100
Railcar 94041 25 700 <5 6 <100

<5 9

Railcar 94041 1 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 3 700 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 4 700 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 7 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 9 800 <§ <5 <100
Railcar 34064 10 800 <5 9 <100
Railcar 94041 14 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 15 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 17 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 22 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 22 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 24 800 5 9 <100
Railcar 94041 28 800 <5 5 <100
Railcar 34064 29 700 <5 <5 <100

Railcar 34064 5 730 <5 12 <100
Railcar 94041 6 800 <5 6 <100
Railcar 34064 8 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 11 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 13 800 6 5 <100
Railcar 94041 15 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 18 800 <5 5 <100
Railcar 94041 20 800 <5 6 <100
Railcar 34064 22 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 25 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 27 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 29 800 <5 10 <100




Kentec Groundwater Data
‘Water-Level Elevations
April 12, 1994
(Feet Above Mean Sea Level )

MW-1 25.97
MW-3 24.27
MW-4A 26.17
MW-4B 23.43
MW-6 24.36
MW-7A 24.75
MW-7B 24.58
MW-8 25.87
MW-9 26.13
MW-10A 26.02
MW-10B 23.61
MW-11A 25.82
MW-11B 24.01
MW-12 25.08
MW-14A 21.83
MW-14B 24.38
MW-15 22.88
MW-16 25.00
MW-18 26.01

gwelv.xls




DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT
GROUNDWATER SECTION

May 10, 1994

TO: Jim Mulligan - WaRO Regional Supervisor
A
THROUGH: Willie Hardison - WaRO Groundwater Supervisor

FROM: Guy Pearce - Hydrogeologist

SUBJECT: Establishment of Acceptable Groundwater Clean
Up Levels for Substances With a Standard Below
Detection Limits or, Substances With No Specified
Standard.

This memo is in response to our conversation on Friday,
May 6, 1994, concerning the corrective action requirements of
NCAC 2L and the determination of acceptable clean up levels
for substances which have either; 1) a standard below the
limit of detection, or; 2) no established standard. It
should be noted that the NCAC 15A 2L Regulations were revised
on November 8, 1993. The revisions included an expansion of
the 2L .0106 - CORRECTIVE ACTION requirements to allow
limited remediation (not to the standards), and remediation
based on natural biodegradation and attenuation. I have
based this memo on the o0ld regulations since they were in
effect at the time corrective action was initiated at the
DuPont-Kentec Site. A copy of the pertinent regulations are
attached for your convenience.

NCAC 15A 2L .0202(c) stipulates that substances :
which are not naturally occurring, and for which no standard
has been established, shall not be permitted in detectable
concentrations in Class GA or GSA groundwater. For
groundwater incidents that fall into this category, the
responsible party has three (3) options (other than clean up
to below detection limits) for establishing an acceptable
clean up level. They are as follows:

1. NCAC 15A 2L .0202(c) allows any person to petition the
Director to establish an interim maximum allowable
concentration for unspecified subsgances based on systemic
threshold concentration, a 1 x 107° incremental lifetime
cancer risk, available toxicological information, etc.

2. NCAC 15A 2L .0106(e) states that the Director can
authorize discontinuance of remedial action to restore
groundwater to the level of the standard upon a



Memo to Jim Mulligan
May 10, 1994

Page Two
,wku”‘ demonstration by the responsible party that continued
] A remediation would not result in a significant reduction in <oZcexlralia
o - contaminant migratiom. 2L .0106(f) states that once the ~—
blﬁijfk “Director has authorized discontinuance of a remedial
N T g action system, the responsible party is required to
(b2~ A petition for a variance or a reclassification of the

v

“553477*w“ impacted groundwater. This option is applicable to both
;fiwt\ﬁ substances with a specified standard and substances
s without a specified standard.

3. NCAC 15A 2L .0112 - ANALYTICAL PROCEDURES, outlines the
appropriate methods or procedures to use for substances
where the selected method or procedure provides a method
detection limit at or less than the standard. None of the
methods listed under 2L .0112(1)(a-d) contained analytical
methods for 1,4 Dioxane and DuPont was unable to find a
method capable of detecting 1,4 Dioxane below the standard
of 7 ppb. Based on discussions with DEM, including Mr.
Ray Kelling (Chemistry Branch Supervisor at the DEM Lab in
Cary), it was agreed to use EPA Method 8015 with a listed
practical detection limit of 150 ppb for 1,4 Dioxane.
2L..0112(2) requires the use of a method or procedure
approved by the Director for substances where the standard
is less than the limit of detectability. Although the
Director (George Everette) signed a Pump and Haul Permit
which stipulated that the target clean up levels for
impacted groundwater at this site would be 150 ppb for 1,4
Dioxane, and 7 ppb for both DCE and DCA, there does not
appear to be a letter granting formal approval of the
analytical method used (EPA Method 8015) for detection of
1,4 Dioxane. This may have been an oversight on both
DEM's and DuPont's part.

With regard to the other two contaminants of concern at
this site, 1,1 Dichloroethylene (DCE) had (and still has)
a standard of 7 ppb. Since there are methods capable of
detecting DCE at or less than the standard, 7 ppb is the
target clean up level for this substance.

at the time the corrective action plan was approved. DEM
agreed to use 7 ppb as the target clean up level for this
compound. The current 2L Regulations specify 700 ppb as
the maximum allowable concentration for DCA.

If you have any questions, or wish to discuss this

1,1 Dichloroethane (DCA) did not have a specified standard
|
\
1
matter further, please contact me at any time. ‘



EHNR - ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT Ti5: 02L 0100

0105 ADOPTION BY REFERENCE

History Note: Statutory Authority G.S. 143-214.1;
Eff. December 30, 1983;
Repealed Eff. August 1, 1989.

0106 CORRECTIVE ACTION

(2) The goal of actions taken to restore groundwater quality shall be restoration to the level of the
standards, or as close thereto as is economically and technologically feasible.

(b) Any person conducting or controlling an activity which results in the discharge of a waste or
hazardous substance or oil to the groundwaters of the state, or in proximity thereto, shall take imme-
diate action to terminate and control the discharge, mitigate any hazards resulting from exposure to the
pollutants and notify the Department of the discharge.

() Any person conducting or controlling an activity which results in an increase in the concentration
of a substance in excess of the groundwater standard:

(1) as the result of activities, other than agricultural operations, not permitted by the state, shall
assess the cause, significance and extent of the violation; submit a plan for eliminating the source
of contamination and for restoration of groundwater quality; and implement the plan in ac-
cordance with a Special Order by Consent or a Special Order of the Commission.

(2) as a result of activities conducted under the authority of a permit issued by the state, shall, where
such concentrations are detected:

(A) at or beyond a review boundary, demonstrate, through predictive calculations or modeling,
that natural site conditions, facility design and operational controls will prevent a violation of

5 standards at the compliance boundary; or submit a plan for alteration of existing site conditions,

facility design or operational controls that will prevent a violation at the compliance boundary,
and implement that plan upon its approval by the Director. :

(B) at or beyond a compliance boundary, shall, assess the cause, significance and extent of the
violation of groundwater quality standards and submit the results of the investigation and a plan
for groundwater quality restoration to the Director. Upon approval by the Director, the
permittee shall implement the plan in accordance with a Special Order by Consent or a Special
Order of the Commission.

(d) In the evaluation of remedial action plans, the Director shall consider the extent of any violations,
the extent of any threat to human health or safety, the extent of damage to the environment, technology
available to accomplish restoration and the public and economic benefits to be derived from
groundwater quality restoration. :

(€)» The Director may authorize the discontinuance of remedial action to restore groundwater quality
to the level of the standard upon a demonstration by the responsible party to the Director that con-
tinuance would not result in significant reduction in the concentration of contaminants. In the con-
sideration of a request to discontinue remedial actions, the Director shall consider the duration and
degree of success of remedial efforts, the feasibility of other treatment techniques which could result in
further reduction of contaminant levels, and the effect on groundwater users if contaminants remain at
levels existing at the time of termination of remedial action.

(®» Upon a determination by the Director that continued remedial actions would result in no signif-
icant reduction in contaminant concentrations, the responsible party shall petition for a variance or a
reclassification of the impacted groundwaters.

(8) Where groundwater quality standards are exceeded as a result of the application of pesticides or
other agricultural chemicals, the Director shall request the Pesticide Board or the Department of Agri-
culture to assist the Division of Environmental Management in determining the cause of the violation.
If the violation is determined to have resulted from the use of pesticides, the Director shall request the
Pesticide Board to take appropriate regulatory action to control the use of the chemical or chemicals
responsible for, or contributing to, such violations, or to discontinue their use.

History Note: Statutory Authority G.S. 143-215.2; 143-215.3(a)(1); 143B-282;
Eff. August 1, 1989.

0107 COMPLIANCE BOUNDARY
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(a) Any person subject to the provisions of G.S. 143-215.1 who causes, permits or has control over
any discharge of waste, shall install a monitoring system, at such locations, and in such detail, as the
Director may require to evaluate the effects of the discharge upon the waters of the state, including the
effect of any actions taken to restore groundwater quality, as well as the efficiency of any treatment fa-
cility.

(b) Monitoring systems shall be operated in a manner that will not result in the contamination of
adjacent groundwaters of a higher quality.

(c) Monitoring shall be conducted and results reported in a manner and at a frequency specified by
the Director.

History Note: Statutory Authority G.S. 143-215.1(b); 143-215.3(a)(1); 143-215.65;
143-215.66; 143B-282;
Eff. August 1, 1989.

0111 REPORTS

Any person subject to the provisions of G.S. 143-215.1 and to the requirements for corrective action
specified in Rule .0106 of this Subchapter shall submit to the Director, in such detail as the Director
may require, a written report that describes:

(1) the results of the investigation specified in Paragraphs (c)(1) and (c)(2)(B) of Rule .0106, including
but not limited to:

(@) a description of the sampling procedures followed and methods of chemical analyses used; and
(b) all technical data utilized in support of any conclusions drawn or determinations made.

(2) the results of the predictive calculations or modeling, including a copy of the calculations or model
runs and all supporting technical data, used in the demonstration required in Paragraph (c)(2)(A)
of Rule .0106; and

(3) the proposed methodology and timetable associated with the restoration of groundwater quality
for those situations identified in Paragraphs (c)(1) and (c)(2)(B) of Rule .0106.

History Note: Statutory Authority G.S. 143-215.1(b); 143-215.3(a)(!); 143-215.65; 143B-282;
Eff. August 1, 1989.

0112 ANALYTICAL PROCEDURES
Tests or analytical procedures to determine compliance or noncompliance with the water quality
standards established in Rule .0202 of this Subchapter will be in accordance with:
(I) The following methods or procedures for substances where the selected method or procedure
provides a method detection limit value at or less than the standard:

(a) Standard methods for the Examination of Water and Wastewater, 16th Edition, 1985, published
jointly by American Public Health Association, American Water Works Association and Water
Pollution Control Federation;

(b) Methods for Chemical Analysis of Water and Waste, 1979, U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency publication number EPA-600/4-79-020, as revised March 1983;

(c) Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Wastes: Physical/Chemical Methods, 3rd Edition, 1986, U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency publication number SW-846;

(d) Test Procedures for the Analysis of Pollutants Under the Clean Water Act, Federal Register Vol.
49, No. 209, 40 CFR Part 136, October 26, 1984;

() Methods or procedures approved by letter from the Director upon application by the regulated
source.

(2) A method or procedure approved by the Director for substances where the standard is less than
the limit of detectibility.

History Note: Statutory Authority G.S. 143-215.3(a)(1); 143B-282;
Eff. August 1, 1989

.0113 VARIANCE

(a) The commission, on its own initiative or pursuant to a request under G.S. 143-215.3(e), may grant
variances to water quality standards and the compliance boundary. Persons subject to the provisions
of G.S. 130A-294 may apply for a variance under this Section.

NORTH CAROLINA ADMINISTRATIVE CODE 08/04/89 Page
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SECTION .0200 - CLASSIFICATIONS AND WATER QUALITY STANDARDS

0201 GROUNDWATER CLASSIFICATIONS

The classifications which may be assigned to the groundwaters will be those specified in the following
series of classifications:

(1) Class GA waters; usage and occurrence:

(a) Best Usage. Existing or potential source of drinking water supply for humans.

(b) Conditions Related to Best Usage. This class is intended for those groundwaters in which
chloride concentrations are equal to or less than 250 mg/l, and which are considered suitable for
drinking in their natural state, but which may require treatment to improve quality related to
natural conditions.

(c) Occurrence. In the saturated zone.

(2) Class GSA waters; usage and occurrence:

(a) Best Usage. Existing or potential source of water supply for potable mineral water and con-
version to fresh waters.

(b) Conditions Related to Best Usage. This class is intended for those groundwaters in which the
chloride concentrations due to natural conditions is in excess of 250 mg/l, but which otherwise
may be considered suitable for use as potable water after treatment to reduce concentrations of
naturally occurring substances.

(¢) Occurrence. In the saturated zone.

(3) Class GC waters: usage and occurrence:

(a) Best Usage. Source of water supply for purposes other than drinking.

(b) Conditions Related to Best Usage. This class includes those groundwaters that do not meet the
quality criteria of waters having a higher classification and for which efforts to restore in-situ to
a higher classification would not be technologically feasible, or not in the best interest of the
public.

(c) Occurrence. In the saturated zone, as determined by the commission on a case by case basis.

History Note: Statutory Authority G.S. 143-214.1; 143B-282(2);
Eff. June 10, 1979,
Amended Eff. August 1, 1989; September I, 1984; December 30, 1983.

0202 WATER QUALITY STANDARDS

(a) The water quality standards for the groundwaters of the state are those specified in this Rule.
They are the maximum allowable concentrations resulting from any discharge of contaminants to the
land or waters of the state, which may be tolerated without creating a threat to human health or which
would otherwise render the groundwater unsuitable for its intended best usage. Where groundwater
quality standards have been exceeded due to man'’s activities, restoration efforts shall be designed to
restore groundwater quality to the level of the standard or as closely thereto as is practicable.

(b) The maximum allowable concentrations for contaminants specified in Paragraphs (g) and (h) of
this Rule shall be as listed, except that:

(1) Where the maximum allowable concentration of a substance is less than the limit of
detectability, the substance shall not be permitted in detectable concentrations.

(2) Where two or more substances exist in combination, the Director shall consider the effects of
chemical interactions and may establish maximum concentrations at values less than those es-
tablished in accordance with Paragraphs (c) and (g) of this Rule. In the absence of information
to the contrary, the carcinogenic risks associated with carcinogens present shall be considered
additive and the toxic effects associated with non-carcinogens present shall also be considered
additive.

(3) Where naturally occurring substances exceed the established standard, the standard will be the
naturally occurring concentration as determined by the Director.

(€)y Substances which are not naturally occurring and for which no standard is specified shall not be
permitted in detectable concentrations in Class GA or Class GSA groundwaters. Any person may
petition the Director to establish an interim maximum allowable concentration for an unspecified
substance, however, the burden of demonstrating those concentrations of the substance which corre-
spond to the levels described in Paragraph (d) of this Rule rests with the petitioner. The petitioner shall
submit all toxicological and epidemiological data, study results, and calculations necessary to establish

NORTH CAROLINA ADMINISTRATIVE CODE 08/04/89 Page 8
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a standard in accordance with the procedure prescribed in Paragraph (d) of this Rule. Within three
months after the establishment of an interim maximum allowable concentration for a substance by the
Director, the Director shall initiate action to consider adoption of a standard for that substance.

(@) Maximum allowable concentrations for substances in Class GA and Class GSA waters are es-
tablished as the lesser of:

(1) Systemic threshold concentration calculated as follows: [Reference Dose (mg/kg/day) x 70 kg
(adult body weight) x Relative Source Contribution (.10 for inorganics; .20 for organics)] / [2
liters/day (avg. water consumption)];

(2) Concentration which corresponds to an incremental lifetime cancer risk of 1x10% ;

(3) Taste threshold limit value;

(4) Odor threshold limit value;

(5) Maximum contaminant level; or

(6) National secondary drinking water standard.

(€ The following references, in order of preference, shall be used in establishing concentrations of
substances which correspond to levels described in Paragraph (d) of this Rule.

(1) Integrated Risk Information System (U.S. EPA).

(2) Health Advisories (U.S. EPA Office of Drinking Water).

(3) Other health risk assessment data published by U.S. EPA.

(4) Other appropriate, published health risk assessment data.

(f) Water quality standards specified in Paragraphs (g) and (h) of this Rule and interim maximum
allowable concentrations established pursuant to Paragraph (c) of this Rule shall be reviewed on a
biennial basis. Appropriate modifications to established standards will be made in accordance with the
‘procedure prescribed in Paragraph (d) of this Rule where modifications are considered appropriate
based on data published subsequent to the previous review. :

(g) Class GA Standards. Where not otherwise indicated, the standard refers to the total concentration
in milligrams per liter of any constituent.

1 e ide): 0.00001 =

Hes e e L ToxX - 50 vyfl = .005 mq )
3} bagins1.0

§4§ oy (ep &) (ppm)

(5) bromoform (tribromomethane): 0.00019

(6) cadmium: 0.005 Toc - l
(7) carbofuran: 0.036 e
(8) carbon tetrachloride: 0.0003 3

(9) chlordane: 2.7 x 10’ Tote\ Ammonio. =

(10) chloride: 250.0

(11) chlorobenzene: 0.3

(12) chloroform (trichloromethane): 0.00019 Totel Dissolved Selids - 500 m 3/ |
(13) 2-chlorophenol: 0.0001 Cros) (ppm)
(14) chromium: 0.05

(15) cis-1,2-dichloroethene: 0.07 ?kmo\

(16) coliform organisms (total): 1 per 100 milliliters

(17) color: 15 color units
(18) copper: 1.0 CoD

(19) cyanide: 0.154 ~Chemical OXgeu Demand
(20) 2, 4-D (2,4-dichlorophenoxy acetic acid): 0.07
(21) 1,2-dibromo-3-chloropropane: 2.5 x 10°

(22) dichlorodifluoromethane (Freon-12; Halon): 0.00019
(23) 1,2-dichloroethane (ethylene dichloride): 0.00038
\(24) 1,1-dichloroethylene (vinylidene chloride): 0.007

-(25) 1,2-dichloropropane: 0.00056

(26) p-dioxane (1,4-diethylene dioxide): 0.007

(27 dioxin:ZZx 10"

-(28) dissolved solids (total): 500

(29) endrin: 0.0002

(30) epichlorohydrin (1-chloro-2,3-epoxypropane): 0.00354

(31) ethylbenzene: 0.029

(32) ethylene dibromide (EDB; 1,2-dibromoethane): 0.05 x 10

NORTH CAROLINA ADMINISTRATIVE CODE 08/04/89 Page ©
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(33) ethylene glycol: 7.0
(34) flouride: 2.0
(35) foaming agents: 0.5
(36) gross alpha particle activity (including radium-226 but excluding radon and uranium): 15 pCi/l
(37) heptachlor: 7.6 x 10
(38) heptachlor epoxide: 3.8 x 10°
(39) hexachlorobenzene (perchlorobenzene): 0.00002
(40) n-hexane: 14.3
(41) iron: 0.3
(42) lead: 0.05
(43) lindane: 2.65 x 10°°
(44) manganese: 0.05
(45) mercury: 0.0011
(46) metadichlorobenzene (1,3-dichlorobenzene): 0.62
(47) methoxychlor: 0.1 ’
(48) methylene chloride (dichloromethane): 0.005
(49) methyl ethyl ketone (MEK; 2-butanone): 0.17
(50) nickel: 0.15
51) nitrate: (as N} 10.0 NO,L___
}32) nitrite: (as N) .0 NO 2
(53) orthodichlorobenzene (1,2-dichlorobenzene): 0.62
(54) oxamyl: 0.175
(55) paradichlorobenzene (1,4-dichlorobenzene): 0.0018
(56) pentachlorophenol: 0.22
(57) pH:6.5-8.5
(58) radium-226 and radium-228 (combined): 5 pCi/l
(59) selenium: 0.01
(60) silver: 0.05
(61) styrene (ethenylbenzene): 1.4 x 10’
(62) sulfate: 250.0
(63) tetrachloroethylene (perchloroethylene; PCE): 0.0007
(64) toluene (methylbenzene): 1.0 : )
(65) toxaphene: 3.1 x 10°
(66) 2, 4, 5,-TP (Silvex): 0.01
(67) trans-1,2-dichloroethene: 0.07
(68) 1,1,1-trichloroethane (methyl chloroform): 0.2
(69) trichloroethylene (TCE): 0.0028
(70) vinyl chloride (chloroethylene): 1.5 x 10
(71) xylenes (o-, m-, and p-): 0.4
(72) zinc: 5.0
(h) Class GSA Standards. The standards for this class shall be the same as those for Class GA except
as follows:
(1) chloride: allowable increase not to exceed 100 percent of the natural quality concentration.
(2) total dissolved solids: 1000 mg/l.
(1) Class GC Waters.

(1) The concentrations of substances which, at the time of classification exceed water quality -
standards, shall not be permitted to increase. For all other substances, concentrations shall not
be caused or permitted to exceed the established standard.

(2) The concentrations of substances which, at the time of classification, exceed water quality
standards shall not cause or contribute to the contravention of groundwater or surface water
quality standards in adjoining waters of a different class.

(3) Concentrations of specific substances, which exceed the established standard at the time of
classification, shall be listed in Section .0300 of this Subchapter.

History Note: Statutory Authority G.S. 143-214.1; 143B-282(2);
Eff. June 10, 1979;
Amended Eff. August 1, 1989, September 1, 1984, December 30, 1983.
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DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT
GROUNDWATER SECTION

April 18, 1994

TO: Jim Mulligan -~ WaRO DEM Supervisor
THROUGH : w111ﬂ%4£%;;:;on - WaRO Groundwater Supervisor

FROM: Guy Pearce™ Hydrogeologist I

SUBJECT: DuPont - Kentec Site
Lenoir County
Groundwater Incident No. 6334

As you requested, I contacted Mr. Jerry Henderson of
DuPont to arrange a date for a site visit. We have agreed to
meet (onsite) at 9:30 A.M. on Monday, May 16, 1994. If you
have any problems with this date please let me know as soon
as possible so I can arrange an alternative date.

If you have any questions, or wish to discuss this
matter further, please contact me at any time.

cc: WaRO GW Files
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WASHINGTON OFFICE

EXTERNAL AFFAIRS APR 18 1994

150 Fayetteville Street Mall, Suite 2210
Raleigh, North Carolina 27601

Phone: (919) 834-8398 D. E M. %
Fax: (919) 828-2707

o
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April 15, 1994

Mr. Guy C. Pearce
North Carolina Department of
Environment, Health and Natural Resources
1424 Carolina Avenue
Post Office Box 2188
Washington, North Carolina 27889

RE: E. I. du Pont de Nemours - Kentec Site
Lenoir County
Incident No. 6334

Dear Mr. Pearce:

I wrote you on October 14, 1993 to advise you that the federal
court overseeing the litigation brought by the Kentec neighbors
had postponed DuPont's October 15, 1993 deadline for filing an
affidavit of an expert witness setting forth the extent of any
off-site contamination. (As you are aware, we had previously
defined the horizontal groundwater plume at this site in every
direction except along the southeastern boundary of the Kentec
Facility premises.) On April 1, 1994, we filed with the court
three affidavits addressing this issue. I enclose a copy of
each.

These three affidavits, of Dr. Henry Harris, Douglas Dronfield,
and Jay Vandeven, support the positions set forth in my October
14, 1993 letter. Specifically, these affidavits confirm that the
groundwater plume does not reach as far to the southeast as
Plaintiffs' monitoring wells MW-D, MW-F, and MW-H. (See Exhibit
A, attached hereto.) As I advised you on October 14, we believe
that no further groundwater characterization is necessary, since
the horizontal extent of the plume has now been defined.

These affidavits note that certain compounds appear to be present
in the surficial aquifer beneath the property of Bruce and Janice
Grant -- the only neighboring property so affected. Predictably,
these substances have been decreasing since the remediation
system began operation. In fact, the most recent sampling shows
that the DEM's three target compounds at the Kentec site, 1,4-
dioxane, 1,1-dichloroethane (DCA), and 1,1-dichloroethene (DCE)
were not detected above the 2L groundwater standards in any of
the monitoring wells off the Kentec premises. (See Exhibit B)

As shown in the data from my October 14, 1993 letter,
chloroethane has been detected on the Grant property at trace

Better Things for Better Living EA-120



Mr. Guy C. Pearce
April 15, 1994
Page 2

levels. This substance has likely appeared as a result of
natural degradation of the target compounds. As you are aware,
there is no specified 2L standard for chloroethane.

Our consultants have determined that the level of chemical
substances observed in wells on the Grant property will continue
to decrease. This conclusion is based on the interruption of the
flow of the substances from their source, and on the processes of
nature.

The interceptor trench between the Kentec Facility and the Grant
property has apparently cut off, or at least substantially
impeded, any flow of contaminants from the Facility to that
property. Three factors support this observation. First, as
mentioned above, the concentrations of DCE, DCA and 1,4-dioxane
on the Grant property have been decreasing. Second,
concentrations of all three of those substances have fallen below
detectable levels in monitoring wells MW-10A and MW-11A on the
Facility premises, along the interceptor trench at the Grant
property line. Finally, water level data from the wells on both
the Grant property and the Kentec site suggests that groundwater
on the Grant property now flows towards the interceptor trench.

In addition to having been isolated from their source, the
substances on the Grant property are diminishing through natural
processes. Not only is natural degradation breaking the
compounds into their constituents, but dilution of these
substances by rainfall infiltrating to the surficial aquifer is
further reducing their concentrations.

Please do not hesitate to give me a call if you have any
questions regarding any of this information.

Slncerely,

Jerry D. Henderson, Manager
NC Environmental Affairs
Enclosures
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DUPONT~KENTEC SITE HISTORY

- 1981

Kentec (owned by James Enterprises) operates as a parts
cleaning facility under contract to DuPont. During this
period, roughly 2000 GPD of rinsewater is discharged
into the drainageway (ditch) located between facility
and SR 1802. 1In late 1981, Kentec is purchased by

DuPont. Hﬁj)
\ QWW(@W“’”K"
= I~

Non-Discharge Permit No. 7210 issued to James
Enterprises on March 3, 1982. Permits disposal of up to
2250 GPD of wastewater (rinsewater) via a septic tank
and drainfield. Discharge of rinsewater into
drainageway is ceased. This system remains in operatio

. o
until 1986. u»iz%i;
ol (o i)

= TGP
Subsurface disposal system is abandoned in February,
from this point on, all wastewater is collected and
shipped off-site for treatment/disposal. "Pump and

Haul" Permit No. 12725 issued to DuPont on March 28,
1986. :

August 13, 1987 - CH2M Hill (consultants) for DuPont-
Kentec submit to DEM a report titled GROUNDWATER
ASSESSMENT AT KENTEC. The report is somewhat vague in
that well construction details and specific analytical
results are not provided.

September 18, 1987 - Based on our review, Rudy Smithwick
sends a letter to Jerry Henderson of DuPont stating that
additional information will be needed before the
Groundwater Section can complete it's review.

October 29, 1987 - Letter to DuPont from Rudy Smithwick
stating that violations of ‘2L standards had occurred.
Letter also requests DuPont to conduct investigations to
identify and remove any spources of groundwater
contamination, and develop a remedial action plan. It
should be noted that although the letter contains
language similar to a notice of violation, it is not a
NOV.



1988
January 12, 1988 - WaRO sends letter to DuPont
Och summarizing a meeting held on January 5, 1988 concerning
{E> 4 the need for additional investigation (site assessment).
Mﬁ”&ﬁWaRo attempts to enter into a S.0.C. with DuPont but is
% /,L)
¢

wm/ apparently unsuccessful.
* : A (M/\M
- Kentec Final Draft Groundwater Assessment - Phase 2. /&bdi7§zw4ﬂ

December 2, 1988 - WaRO receives report titled DuPont

&iﬁ,ﬂy

A Assessment indicates presence of 1,4, Dioxane, 1,1,
Dichloroethane (DCA), and 1,1, Dichloroethylene (DCE).
The report makes the following recommendations:

1. Conduct soil sampling in drainfield area.

2. Installation of additional monitoring wells in
the downgradient direction.

3. Installation of deeper monitoring wells to
determine if impacts to the Pee Dee aquifer have
occurred.

4. Additional surface water and sediment sampling
to determine the presence and/or extent of
contamination.

5. Sampling of nearby residential water supply
wells.

6. Development of a topographic map of the site. ,
et

-

DuPont-Kentec purchases properties adjacent to the

facility. pEM] L
WM

7] Hill addressing the above noted recommendations.

ottt

: 7990 (
b9

In July, an audit of wastewater sources is conducted to
identify potential sources of groundwater contamination.
The following areas of concern were noted:

3 1989 :
{SXQ“»’*““-- Phase III assessment is initiated in October by CHZJ

ol ik

1. Drainfield area
2. Wastewater settling tanks (underground)

3. Wet well serving as collection point for
wastewater piping and all associated piping.

4. Former powdered metal disposal area.

5. Drainageways (ditches) that received wastewater.



1990 continued

6. Cleaning areas and aboveground storage tanks
with containment structures (dikes).

Steps were taken to eliminate any potential continuing
sources of contamination in late 1990 and early 1991.

November 26, 1990 - Results of Phase III investigation
are submitted in a report titled "DuPont - Kentec
GROUNDWATER INVESTIGATIONS"

1991
January 25, 1991 - Willie Hardison and Guy Pearce meet
with DuPont-Kentec representatives at the Kentec
facility to discuss appropriate course of action.

February 4, 1991 - A Notice of Violations\\is issued to

t=Kentec—The NOV requires a site assessment
report which indicates the horizontal and vertical
extent of groundwater contamination to be submitted
within sixty (60) days.

February 15, 1991 - Susan Broad of Environmental and
Regulatory Consultants, Inc. reviews WaRO files
concerning DuPont-Kentec. )

March 18, 1991 - WaRO receives letter from Jerry
Henderson of DuPont stating that horizontal extent of
the contaminant plume cannot be completed within the
sixty (60) day deadline established in the February 4,

1991 NOV due to offsite access problems.

April 9, 1991 - In accordance with the above-noted NOV,
a report titled Kentec Groundwater Assessment is
received by WaRO. The assessment recommends the
following:

1. Installation of off-site monitor wells to
determine the extent of contamination.

ﬁz Installation of deep monitor well to determine
< A1 if impacts to the Pee Dee aquifer have occurred.

’,/”'3. Evaluation of all available data so that a
feasibility study for groundwater remediation
can be developed.

April 19, 1991 - a meeting is held with DuPont
representatives at the Washington Regional Office to
discuss the groundwater assessment report. The
following concerns were voiced by DEM - Groundwater:

1. The lack of off-site assessment to determine
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1991 (continued)

%W‘

e

ra

e

/;g%gégﬁi The lack of sufficient data to aetermine the

\ the horizontal extent of contamination.
[ .

vertical extent of contamination.

May 8, 1991 - Guy Pearce sends letter to DuPont-Kentec
addressing the concerns expressed in the April 19
meeting. DEM also agrees to allow DuPont-Kentec to
develop a remediation system to deal with on-site
contamination. This agreement is prefaced on the
conditions that additional off-site assessment will be
conducted and that modifications to the corrective
action plan/system may become necessary as more data
becomes available.

e s ——— T T—
May 24, 1991 - Conceptual Remedial Action Pm

ubmitted DuPont-Kentec T degal with on-site
contamination. The primary goals of the RAP are:

1. Prevent further contaminant migration.

2. Remove and treat contaminants to target clean-up
levels.

3. Achieve a timely and cost effective clean-up.

une 6, 1991 - Letter from Guy Pearce (DEM-GW) ap?fgzi£§:>
the conceptual RAP for on-site contamination.

June 11, 1991 - Letter is received from DuPont-Kentec
acknowledging receipt of DEM-GW RAP approval letter and
requesting a meeting to discuss treatability study data
and working drawings. '

June 24, 1991 - Craig Bromby, an attorney for Moore &
Van Allen requests access to DuPont-Kentec files. On
July 2, Emily Mary Brown, of Moore & Van Allen reviews
files.

June 26, 1991 - Meeting with DuPont-Kentec at WaRO to
discuss RAP, treatability study data, and working
drawings. Need for off-site assessment is also
discussed.

July 8, 1991 - WaRO receives letter from DuPont-Kentec
stating that access to off-site properties has been
denied. A report titled KENTEC GROUNDWATER ASSESSMENT
YJNSITE PEEDEE AQUIFER ADDENDUM is also submitted.

|\Report indicates that the Peedee aquifer has not been

significantly impacted, however, additional off-site
assessment will be necessary for confirmation.

v A Lo
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1991 (continued)

Ty 12, 199] WaRO receives formal submittal of
TCOTTEcCtive Action Plan (CAP) dealing with on-site

contamination.
,TZaﬁi&' August 20, 1991 - Letter from DEM-GW (Guy Pearce)
(L 4?0Mn accepcin e proposed on-site CAP and stating that the
? next step dis the development of a_ Special.QOrder of
- 2 Consent—(SOC) document. -

August 29, 1991 - Meeting at WaRO with DuPont-Kentec

> representatives to discuss the development of the SOC
document.

September 18, 1991 - WaRO DEM meets with Central Office
”%'DEM to discuss proposed SOC for Kentec. .

September 23, 1991 - Memo providing a summary of the
September 18, 1991 meeting is sent from Guy Pearce to
Jim Mulligan, Roger Thorpe, Dennis Ramsey, and Jeff
Lautier. '

September 23, 1991 - James F. Hopf of the Law Offices of ’
Marvin Blount requests access to site files.

—»EFrom October through December 1991 - DEM and DuPont-
Kentec negotiate details of SOC.

' December 12, 1991 - Meeting with DuPont-Kentec
ﬂﬁwdza representatives and DEM takes place in the Archdale
%) ’?Building. DuPont-Kentec declines to accept (sign) the
SOC that DEM has prepared.

awdwﬁf@a December 23, 1991 - DEM issues a Pump and Haul Permit
ﬂmﬁ% (permit WQ0005906) which allows the construction and
d@mgu%ﬁ operation of the proposed groundwater remediation
system. Permit also allows the construction of a
temporary holding pond for dewatering activities
ke necessary to install groundwater interception trench.
Penalties are stipulated for failure to meet the
E construction and operation deadlines established

wf' &= function _as a SOC agreement. Permit expiration date is
L 7 ) )4Mj,December 31, 1992.
wkﬁ- 2617992

%pﬁjuo June 17, 1992 - Pump and Haul Permit (WQ0005906) is
: ! -amended to allow the use of railcars to transport
A?JLwAA;tL*]iT treated effluent to DuPont-Kinston plant. ease note
*%w£ <? thé permit is now LOr a Groundwater Remediation System,
9@@4 " lnot Pump and Haul.f

[Xe]

in the permit. 1In effect, the Pump and Haul Permit will). f%
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(continued)

July 23, 1992 - Sara Ganyard, acting as an agent for
Vernon G. Snyder III, requests access to site files.

September 1, 1992 - DEM receives notification (letter)
from DuPont-Kentec that the remediation system is up and
gmunning. Groundwater quality data gathered just prior
to system start-up is included with the letter.

)
~ September 3, 1992 - DEM receives request from DuPont-
Kentec to renew the Pump and Haul Permit for a Period of
five (5) years, based on the anticipated time frame for
remediation.

September 15, 1992 - DEM returns the renewal application
as incomplete and specifies the additional information
needed to review/comment on the request.

September 23, 1992 - DEM-GW (Guy Pearce) inspects the
facility and meets with DuPont-Kentec representatives. -
Based on the inspection, it appears the system is fully
operational.

October 13, 1992 - WaRO receives report detailing the
volume of water that has been treated and shipped to the
DuPont-Kinston Plant in accordance with Pump and Haul
Permit No. WQ0005906

October 27, 1992 - Memo from Guy Pearce to Jack Floyd
concerning renewal of Pump and Haul Permit. Memo states
that we have no objections to permit renewal and that
the temporary holding pond has been properly abandoned.

November 9, 1992 - Memo from Jack Floyd to Don Safrit
stating that the Groundwater Section does not object to
permit reissuance. Memo also recommends that Permit
Conditions, Section II Nos. 1, 4, 5, and(i%ﬂs deleted udnu77%%9
since these conditions have been satisfied! (%&Mﬁgﬁﬁgfﬁﬂ& :

December 9, 1992 - Permit No. WQ0005906 is reissued for
five (5) years.

January 22, 1993 - DEM receives request from DuPont-
Kentec to re-instate Permit Condition - Section II No.
6, which requires remediation to continue until the
target clean-up levels have been met. This condition

also ties the permit to the approved Corrective Action
Plan.

February 5, 1993 - Memo from Guy Pearce to Jack Floyd
which agrees with request from DuPont-Kentec to re-
instate Permit Condition, Section II No. 6.



1993 (continued) !! !
February 15, 1993 - Memo from Jack Floyd to Don Safrit ¥4 ot
recommending request to re-instate Permit Condition 1?%if dﬁﬂmi

[

Section II No. G‘be granted.

February 15, 1993 - WaRO receives results of November
1992 railcar/groundwater sampling as required by permit
WQ0005906.

February 18, 1993 - WaRO receives a copy of CASE
MANAGEMENT ORDER for Civil Action No. 91-55-CIV-4-H,
One important aspect of this document is that it
contains deadlines for:

1. Plantiffs are to conduct scientific testing of
soil, groundwater, etc. by May 31, 1993 and
submit results of testing to DuPont-Kentec by
June 15, 1993.

- 2. DuPont will have access to, and conduct
scientific testing of the plantiffs' property
from July 1, through September 30, 1993. The
results will be submitted to plantiffs on or
before October 15, 1993.

March 15, 1993 - Pump and Haul Permit No. WQ0005906
is reissued with appropriate changes.

ﬂiﬁl March 19, 1993 - WaRO receives letter from Marvin

/ Blount, attorney for plantiffs, stating that DuPont-
Kentec has been granted access to plantiffs' property.
Mr Blount includes a copy of a letter to DuPont, dated

v February 24, 1993, granting access.

* It should be noted that the above letter was written
after the CASE MANAGEMENT ORDER was issued (2/17/93).

March 24, 1993 - WaRO (Guy Pearce) sends letter to
DuPont, asking them to move forward with off-site
assessment since access has been granted by plantiffs.

March 31, 1993 -~ DuPont (Jerry Henderson) responds to

March 24, 1993 letter from WaRO. DuPont takes the wt &9
position that the above noted CASE MANAGEMENT ORDER
stipulates the time frame for both the plantiffs and

P
DuPont to conduct scientific testing, and that this /gcﬁﬁi%jz
schedule should be followed.

Lo eaprmndd Bl ApTril 14, 1993 - WaRO receives letter from Marvin int

M w4 stating that DuPont has faileéd to submit the required
#*”% ﬁpmﬁvhaguarterlg_repg;;s,:equire v € approved Corrective
?“L% : Action Plan and Pump and Haul Permit No. WQ0005906.
é;f:?%g Based on our review, the required reports have been



1993 (continued)

submitted with the exception of the February 1993
report. Guy Pearce telephones DuPont (Jerry Henderson)
on April 21, 1993, and asks for results of February 1993
sampling.

April 23, 1993 - WaRO receives letter, dated April 21,
1993, from DuPont containing the above noted sampling
results.

April 29, 1993 - In response to telephone conversation
between Jerry Henderson and Guy Pearce, WaRO receives
letter, dated April 23, 1993, containing water level
elevation data for the onsite monitoring wells and
information concerning the closure of the temporary
holding pond used to store groundwater generated from
dewatering during installation of the groundwater
interception trench.

June 28, 1993 -~ WaRO receives letter, dated June 23,
1993, containing the results of the April railcar and
groundwater sampling as required by their permit.

June 30, 1993 -~ WaRO receives letter, dated June 29,
1993, from DuPont, advising DEM that the plantiffs have
supplied them with data concerning offsite groundwater
conditions. DuPont feels the data . is incomplete and has
requested additional information, such™as logbooks, well
construction details, and laboratory supporting data.
DuPont also states that they my be barred by a federal
confidentiality order from providing DEM with this data.

July 20, 1993 - DEM receives request from DuPont to
remove (delete) the permitted daily flow rate
restriction so that remediation can be accelerated.
Since our review of the submitted effluent
sampling/analysis (rail car) indicate the treatment
plant is meeting all effluent limits we have no
objections to increasing the daily flow rate.

August 20, 1993 - Pump and Haul permit is modified to
increase the maximum daily flow limit from 7200 GPD to
20,000 GPD.

October 12, 1993 - WaRO receives letter, dated October
7, 1993, from DuPont containing results of July 1993
railcar and groundwater sampling as required by their
permit.

October 15, 1993 - WaRO receives letter from DuPont,
dated October 14, 1993, stating, among other things,
that a federal judge had indefinitely suspended the time
frame (July 1 - September 30, 1993) for DuPont to




1994

conduct scientific testing of plantiffs property. This
letter also contains information concerning the results
of the plantiffs offsite investigations.

January 6, 1994 - WaRo receives letter from DuPont,
dated January 3, 1994, containing results of October
1993 railcar and groundwater sampling as required by
their permit.

February 23, 1994 - WaRo receives letter from DuPont,
dated February 21, 1994, containing results of October
1993 railcar and groundwater sampling as required by
their permit.
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF NORTH CAROLINA,o 1 1994
NEW BERN DIVISION i\
Rk
CEE—CTVed ~ W, DANIEL, CLE
CIVIL ACTION NO. 91-55-CIV-4-H DS’EDS‘R\G COURT

FILED IN ALL PENDING DUPONT LITIGATION "£ DIST. NO.

EDWARD B. GRANT and wife,
JANICE C. GRANT,

Plaintiffs,

AFFIDAVIT OF
DOUGLAS G. DRONFIELD

Ve

E.I. DU PONT DE NEMOURS AND
COMPANY, INCORPORATED,

Defendant.

vvvvvvvvvvv

Douglas G. Dronfield, being first duly sworn, deposes and
says as follows:

1. T am a senior hydrogeologist and project manager at the
consulting firm of CH2M HILL in Reston, Virginia, where I have
been employed since 1984. Before joining CH2M HILL, I received a
bachelor's degree in environmental science from the University of
Virginia in 1982, and a master's degree in groundwater hydrology
from the University of Arizona in 1984. I am a registered
professional geologist in the state of North Carolina. A more
complete statement of my professional qualifications is set forth
in my curriculum vitae, which is attached hereto as Exhibit 1.

CH2M HILL |

2. CH2M HILL is a multi-disciplinary consulting firm which
provides a wide range of technical services, principal}y for
. industrial, municipal, and federal clients. CH2M HILL's

principal areas of professional service include the investigation



and remediation of environmental contamination, the study and
design of water and wastewater treatment systems, environmental
nanagement; and regulatory compliance. To provide these
services, CH2M HILL retains, among other specialists, individuals
with technical expertise in environmental engineering, geology,
hydrogeology, waste treatment, and toxicology.

3. CH2ZM HILL provides consulting services in the areas of
investigation and remediation of envirénmental contamination at
both operating industrial facilities and abandoned sites. At
such facilities and sites, CH2M HILL routinely provides technical
support and advice on the nature and extent of environmental
contamination, human health and environmental risks posed by the
site, establishment of cleanup levels, selection of appropriate
remediation technologies, design of remediation systems, and
oversight of remedial construction activities.

4. As part of these facility and site evaluations, CH2M
HILL conducts risk assessments to assist clients in assessing the
potential for harm to human and ecological populations as a
result of chemical releases. These risk assessments are
performed by toxicologists, health scientists, and biologists who
analyze data related to a release, identify chemicals of concern,
identify exposure pathways to receptor populations, calculate
exposure doses for those populations, and, based upon the
toxicological profiles for the chemicals of concern, assess the

risk of present or future harm to the receptor populations.



PROFESSIONAL EXPERIENCE

5. As a hydrogeologist and project manager, my work
focuses on projects involving environmental contamination of
groundwater, surface water, and soils. I have substantial
experience in addressing contamination caused by a wide variety
of chemical substances, includin§ chlorinated hydrocarbons,
petroleum derived compounds, and other organic compounds,
including i,4-dioxane. Most of these projects involve
determining the nature and extent of groundwater contamination,
and many have progressed into active groundwater remediation. As
part of these projects, I have performed and supervised the
following groundwater investigation and characterization
activities: installation of groundwater monitoring wells,
aquifer testing, groundwater sampling, determination of the
vertical and horizontal extent of contaminant plumes,
determination of the direction and rate of groundwater flow, and
estimation of the fate and transport of contaminants in
groundwater systems.

6. I also provide support for members of éHZM HILL's
engineering staff on the design, construction, and operation of
remediation systems to address groundwater, surface water, and
soil contamination. I have been directly involved in the design
and operational evaluation of groundwater remediation sysfems
that have iricluded both extraction wells and trench systems for
the collection of contaminated groundwater.

7. I have supervised or assisted on groundwater
contamination and remediation projects in North Carolina since
1986. Through these projects, I have had substantial interaction
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with officials of the North Carolina Division of Environmental
Management ("DEM"), which administers the State groundwater
gquality program and other water quality and environmental
protection programs.

GROUNDWATER INVESTIGATIONS

8. Groundwater contamination, either confirmed or
suspected, is a common element to most sites and facilities I
have worked on. Groundwater exists below the ground surface
within the pores or the open spaces of the geologic material.
Geologic units from which groundwater can effectively be
withdrawn are usually referred to as aquifers. Because of the
heterogeneous nature of geologic materials, very often more than
one agquifer will exist below a site. .If more than one aquifer
exists beneath the site, the one nearest the ground is often
referred to as the surficial aquifer. This aquifer may be
separated from lower aguifers by less permeable geologic units
that impede groundwater flow between the two aguifers.

9. The usual first step in the assessment of a site is to
plan and conduct environmental sampling to determine the presence
or absence of chemical substances and to identify their potential
sources. That typically includes a review of past site or
facility operations, past users of chemical substances at the
facility, disposal practices and an evaluation of the regional
hydrogeclogy.

10. The presence or absence of chemical substances in
groundwater is most often determined by installing monitoring
wells to obtain actual samples of the groundwater. The extent of
groundwater contamination is usually ascertained by installing a

-4 =



series of monitoring wells progressively downgradient of the
suspected source.

11. Samples of the groundwater are typically analyzed in an
environmental laboratory. Analysis of samples can focus on
suspected chemical substances, if the natﬁre of the source is
known, or the analysis can be broader, encompassing hundreds of
chemical substances.

12. Hydraulic measurements and testing of the aquifer are
often performed to determine physical characteristics of the
aquifer that influence the fate and transport of substances.
Hydraulic measurements and testing commonly include measurements
of the aquifer's hydraulic conductivity and measurement of water
levels in monitoring wells. The hydraulic conductivity
measurements and water level measurements can be used to estimate
the rate at which groundwater flows through the aquifer. By
compiling water level measurements from individual wells,
potentiometric and equipotential maps may be developed.

13. Where a sufficient ngmber of water level measurements
are available, an equipotential map can be developed which will
graphically depict the fluid potential level in the aquifer (and
in some instances, the height of the water table) in a manner
gimilar to the way that land surface elevations are shown on a
surface topographic map. Such maps can often be used to‘
determine the horizontal direction of groundwater flow within the
aquifer. The reliability of such maps for that purpose is
generally restricted to the area within or immediately adjacent

to the perimeter formed by the array of measurement points.



14. The fate and transport of chemical substances in
groundwater is also influenced by various properties of the
particular substances. Such properties include solubility,
volatility, degradability, and preference for adsorption.
Chemical substances that are highly soluble tend to remain
dissolved in the groundwater and flow generally at the same rate
as the groundwater. Such chemical substances usually do not
adsorb to solid material in the aquifer to any substantial
degree. Chemicals that are volatile tend to evaporate from the
water to the air. 1In addition, chemicals can degrade in the
groundwater through biological or non-biological processes. Many
organic chemicals degrade to their fundamental components --
carbon dioxide and water. The tendency and rate at which
chemical substances degrade is referred to as degradability. As
chemical substances flow with the groundwater, they can adsorb,
or become fixed, to solids in the aquifer =-- sands, clays, and
silts. Chemicals that adsorb readily are generally not very
mobile and tend to remain close to the original source of
contamination.

15. Evaluating the fate and transport of chemical
substances in groundwater systems involves consideration of both
the properties of the aquifer and of the substances themselves.
For example, although a chemical may be considered highly
soluble, or mobile, the time it will take for that chemical to
travel a set distance will be greatly affected by the rate of
groundwater movement. However, chemical substances that are
readily adsorbed to clays and silts within an agquifer may not
migrate substantially from a source. Therefore, the rate and
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direction of groundwater flow should not be used as the sole
factor to predict future migration of such substances.
C_PROJ : GROUND

16. In 1986, CH2M HILL was retained by E.I. du Pont de
Nemours and Company ("DuPont") to perform a voluntary groundwater
assessment at a parts washing facility (the "Facility") operated
by Kentec, Incorporated on property owned by DuPont. The
purpose of the assessment was to evaluate possible releases of
chemical substances to the surficial groundwater and surface
water from the drainfields associated with a biological treatment
system located at the Facility. I began working on this project
as a CH2M HILL hydrogeologist. A

17. During CH2M HILL's assessment, I understood the
Facility began operation in 1969 (as stated in all previous CH2M
HILL groundwater assessment reports). However, it is now known
that the Facility began operations in June 1972 on property then
owned by James Enterprises of Pitt County, Inc. (“James
Enterprises"). Pursuant to a contract with DuPont, the Facility
uses a process to clean pack parts and spinnerets utilized by
DuPont to produce synthetic fibers at its Kinston manufacturing
facility. Those parts, which accumulate polymers during the
manufacturing process, are transported by truck from the Kinston
plant to the Facility for cleaning. The parts are first cleaned
in a heated "solution of triethylene glycol ("TEG"). After parts
are removed from the heated TEG, that solution is recaptured and
transported out of state for reclamation and reuse. The cleaned
parts are then rinsed with water, dried and returned to the
DuPont plant where they are placed back into use in the
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manufacturing cycle. With minor exceptions, the cleaning process
has remained the same from 1972 through the present. It is my
understanding that no other industrial operation has ever taken
place at the Facility.

18. It is my understanding that 1,4-dioxane is formed when
TEG is heated. CH2M HILL believes that 1,4-dioxane, a very water
soluble compound, is contained in the water after the pack parts
and spinnerets have been rinsed. Between 1972 and the present
rinse water has been disposed of in three different ways. From
approximately June 1972 until June 1982, the rinse water was
disposed of via a french drain at the southeastern corner of the
main Facility building. That french drain is believed to have
clogged in the early 1970's, causing rinse water to flow on the
ground from the Facility building to an open ditch, which carried
surface water from the Pacility toward the southwest and
ultimately to a waterway known as Beaver Dam Branch. The
locations of the french drain, the ditch, and Beaver Dam Branch
are shown on the attached Exhibit 2.

19. The method of rinse water disposal changed shortly
after DuPont acquired the Facility property in October 1981. At
that time, DuPont began working with James Enterprises and the
North Carolina DEM to design and construct a biological rinse
water treatment system at the Facility. This rinse water
treatment system, which was fully permitted by the DEM, consisted
of two settling tanks, a 10,000 gallon aerobic treatment tank,
and three underground drainfields. The location of those
drainfields is identified on the attached Exhibit 2. The
treatment system became operational in June 1982, and was used
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until February 1986. From 1986 to present, DuPont has
transported the rinse water out of state for treatment and
disposal.

Cc (0] :

20. Based on the foregoing understahding of the rinse water
disposal practices, CH2M HILL initiated the first phase of the
groundwater assessment in April 1987. CH2M HILL installed six
wells (MW-1 through MW-6) on the facility property during Phase
1. Five of these groundwater monitoring wells surrounded the
drainfield and the sixth (MW-6) was placed near State Road 1802.
The locations.of the six monitoring wells are shown on Exhibit 2.
In addition to obtaining and analyzing groundwater samples from
these wells, CH2M HILL also collected surface water samples from
locations on and off the Facility property during Phase 1.

21. 2Analysis of samples taken from these wells during Phase
1 indicated the presence of organic compounds in the surficial
groundwater beneath the Facility, primarily 1,4~dioxane. Based
on these data, CH2M HILL prepared a Phase 1 report recommending:
(1) an inventory of all nearby residences to determine if they
were using shallow groundwater for potable purposes; (2) sampling
and analysis of surface waters adjacent to the Facility property;
(3) an additional round of sampling of groundwater from the
monitoring wells, with analysis of 1,4~dioxane, volatile érganic
compounds and TEG; (4) additional sampling of surface water for
coliforms; and (5) installation of a background monitoring well.
That work was summarized in a report, entitled "DuPont Kentec
Progress Report," that was produced in discovery as document

number DD000363 =-- DD000402.



22. I understand that the residential well inventory
recommended by CH2M HILL in its Phase 1 report was subsequently
completed in March 1988. This inventory revealed no residences
in the immediate vicinity of the Facility that were using wells
completed in the surficial aquifer for drinking purposes.

KENTEC PROJECT: PHASE 2

23. CH2M HILL conducted Phase 2 of the groundwater
assessment between May and October 1988. During Phase 2, CH2M
HILL installed two additional shallow monitoring wells on the
Facility property, obtained groundwater samples from all eight
monitoring ﬁells, and sampled surface water. Data from these
analyses again indicated the presence of 1,4-dioxane, as well as
two chlorinated compounds, 1,1-dichlorocethane (DCA) and 1,1-
dichloroethene (DCE). In addition, CH2M HILL performed in-situ
hydraulic conductivity measurements in five of the monitoring
wells.

24. Based on the Phase 2 results, CH2M HILL issued a report
which recommended: (1) analysis of soil samples from the area
which had previously been used as a permitted drainfield for
disposal of rinse water; (2) expansion of the monitoring program
to include wells screened ih the deeper aquifer and additional
downgradient shallow wells; (3) analysis of additional surface
water and sediment samples; (4) sampling of any downgradient
residential~wells, even if not in use; and (5) preparation of a
topographic map of the site. That report, entitled "Final Draft
Groundwater Assessment - Phase 2," was produced in discovery as

document number DD03238 -- DD03281.
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KENTEC PROJECT: PHASE 3
25. From October 1989 to November 1990, CH2M HILL performed

Phase 3 of the groundwater assessment, implementing all the
recommendations in the Phase 2 report. At the start of Phase 3,
DuPont had acquired additional property adjacent to the Facility,
and during Phase 3, monitoring wells were placed in those areas.
In addition, CH2M HILL conducted a biomonitoring study in surface
waters adjacent to the Facility to evaluate the potential impact
of the detected chemical substances on the biological community.
The study showed that the 1,4-dioxane detected in the surface
water samples did not have an adverse effect on the biological
community in the vicinity of the Facility. Finally, CH2M HILL
conducted a facility audit in July 1990 to identify potential
sources of groundwater contamination from existing and past
operations, and to identify methods that could confirm and
quantify potential contaminant sources.

26. The audit identified several potential sources of
groundwater contamination at the Facility, including the-
drainfield used for disposal of rinse water from June 1982 to
February 1986. Based on the audit and information gathered
through the three phases of investigation, CH2M HILL believes
that rinse water deposited into the french drain and subsequently
into the ground on the southwestern boundary of the Facility from
1972 to 1982 was carried to the nearby creek and ultimately into
Beaver Dam Branch. CH2M HILL also concluded from the facility
audit that Kentec, Inc (which replaced James Enterprises as
DuPont's parts washing contractor in 1985) began using 1,1,1-
trichloroethane (TCA) to dry spinnerets in 1987. The facility
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audit determined that at some time TCA had been discharged to an
underground tank on the south side of the Facility. Based on the
audit and interviews with Facility personnel, CH2M HILL believes
that the DCA and DCE found in the groundwater are degradation
products of TCA.

27. CH2M HILL generated an audit report dated September 4,
1990, which was produced in discovery as document number DD000462
-- DD000478. Based on the recommendations contained in the audit
report, DuPont took certain corrective actions at the Facility
between November 1990 and March 1991 to minimize or eliminate
poténtial sources of groundwater contamination. These corrective
actions included the removal of three underground settling tanks,
the installation of fiberglass sleeves in an on-site wet well,
the replacement of cracked PVC in the rinse water distribution
system, the removal of contaminated soil near State Road 1802,
and the cleaning and sealing of dikes and floors. Although the
rinse water drainfields were, while in use, a likely source of
1,4-dioxane to the groundwater, CH2M HILL did not recommend
corrective action regarding the drainfields since they did not
appear to present a current source of contamination.

28. CH2M HILL made several recommendations as part of the
April 1991 "Groundwater Assessment Report," submitted after the
conclusion of Phase 3 and the Facility audit. That report was
produced in"discovery as document number DD002983 -- DD003168.
The purpose of those recommendations was to bring the
investigative phase of the assessment to a conclusion and to
address further the need for remediation at the Facility. The
recommendations were: (1) characterization of the extent of
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contamination in the surficial aquifer beyond the boundaries of
the Facility; (2) study of the Peedee aquifer, particularly in
the vicinity and downgradient of PWl; and (3) development of a
corrective action plan to address surficial groundwater
contamination at the Facility.

29. To address the characterization of potential
contamination beyond the Facility, CH2M HILL recommended in 1990
that monitoring wells be placed on residential properties
downgradient of the Facility to determine whether the
contamination plume had spread off of the Facility property and,
if so, to determine the outward edge of the plume. The wells
would be used to determine the concentrations of levels for any
contaminants discovered in groundwater samples from neighboring
properties. The locations of those recommended wells are shown
on Exhibit 3. At the time of those recommendations, CH2M HILL
had met with representatives of the North Carolina DEM on several
occasions to discuss the status of the assessment. 1In those
meetings, CH2M HILL and the North Carolina DEM agreed that
information about possible off-site contamination would assist
CH2M HILL in preparing a corrective action plan and in
determining whether active remediation of groundwater
contamination at the Facility would be sufficient to address the
problems identified through the assessment, or whether active
remediation of adjacent properties would also be necessary.
DuPont applied for and received a permit to install six off-site
monitoring wells in January 1991.

30. It is my understanding that DuPont approached property
owners Bruce and Janice Grant, Donnie and Peggy Stancill, and
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Robert and Ruth Brooks in or about November 1990 to request
permission to install monitoring wells on their properties.
Through their attorneys, the Grants and Stancills denied CH2M
HILL access to their properties for this purpose. Thereafter,
CH2M HILL reported to the North Carolina DEM its inability to
perform the subsurface investigations on adjacent properties as
planned. Because CH2M HILL was unable to obtain information
regarding possible off-site contamination, the DEM allowed DuPont
to prepare a corrective action plan for remediation of chemical
substances in groundwater in the surficial aquifer at the
Facility.
PEEDEE AQUIFER STUDY

31. As part of its groundwater assessment, CH2M HILL also
undertook a more detailed study to determine whether any
migration of the chemical substances to the deeper Peedee aquifer
had occurred. In late 1990, CH2M HILL sampled water from an
inactive water supply well at the Facility which extended into
that deeper aquifer. Testing of those samples revealed the
presence of 1,4-dioxane in the groundwater. Subsequent testing
of samples from eight Peedee aquifer monitoring wells and six
residential wells revealed that the 1,4-dioxane detected in the
water supply well was not detectable within the rest of the
Peedee aquifer. The results of that study are summarized in a
July 1991 réport entitled "Kentec Groundwater Assessment Onsite
Peedee Aquifer Addendum," produced in discovery as document
number DD002046 =-- DD002124. CH2M HILL concluded that any 1,4-
dioxane in the production well had migrated from the surficial
aquifer to the Peedee aquifer along the well casing. At CH2M
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HILL's recommendation, DuPont properly abandoned the water supply
well in December 1990 to ensure that no further 1,4-dioxane would
migrate along the well casing to the Peedee aquifer.

1991 CONCLUSIONS REGARDING KENTEC CONTAMINATION

32. Based on the three phases of groundwater assessment and
the Facility audit, I have reached several conclusions regarding
the nature and extent of chemical substances in the surficial
aquifer at the Facility prior to startup of the remediation
system. The conclusions, as well as the basis for the
conclusions, are presented in the April 1991 Groundwater
Assessment Report.

33. The hydrogeologic system at the Facility consists of a
surficial aquifer which is approximately 4 to 10 feet thick and
contains primarily sand and silty sand. The depéh to the water
table is approximately 4 feet at the Facility; however, it
fluctuates seasonally. Beneath the surficial aquifer is the
Peedee formation. The upper part of the Peedee consists of an
approximate 20-ft-thick, clayey, sandy silt layer. \The silt
layer grades into the sandy layer of the Peedee formation. The
sandy layer of the Peedee formation is locally considered the
Peedee aquifer. . \

34. Surficial aquifer groundwater is not ﬁsed for drinking
purposes in the vicinity of the Facility. The Peedee aquifer is
used regionilly for water supply.

35. The surficial aquifer groundwater beneath the Facility
includes concentrations of certain chemical substances, primarily
three organic compounds: 1,4-dioxane, DCA, and DCE. The
concentrations and distribution of these chemical substances at



each monitoring point in January, 1990, prior to remediation, are
shown in Exhibit 4.
THE CORRECTIVE ACTION PLAN

36. A corrective action plan ("CAP") for the Facility was
initiated in the spring of 1991 and approved by the North
Carolina DEM on April 20, 1991. Such a plan develops, evaluates
and selects an alternative for remediation of contaminated
groundwater. The Kentec CAP focused upon remediating three
primary substances: 1,4-dioxane, DCA and DCE. Those substances
had been found within the surficial aquifer at the Facility and
were likely degradation products of substances used during
Facility operations. They were also the primary compounds of
concern for the North Carolina DEM.

37. The CAP, as approved by the North Carolina DEM,
included target cleanup levels for each of the three chemicals.
Specifically, the cleanup level for DCE was set at seven parts
per billion, the established State Subchapter 2L groundwater
standard. At the time of the CAP, DCA did not have an
established Subchapter 2L standard, and its cleanup level was
therefore set at the same level as DCE, seven parts per billion.
Since then, the State drinking water standard for DCA has been
set at 700 parts per billion, but DuPont has not requested the
North Carolina DEM to revise the target cleanup level for that
substince. “The CAP set the target cleanup level for 1,4-dioxane
at 150 parts per billion. The North Carolina DEM approved that
target level because it reflects the detection limit for the
analytical method suggested by EPA for determining the presence
of 1,4-dioxane.

- 16 -



THE REMEDIATION SYSTEM
38. CH2M HILL supervised the installation of a remediation

system, which has been opefating at the Facility since August
1992. The system employs a four-legged interceptor trench buried
at a depth of six to 15 feet. The approximate location of the
trench on the Facility premises is shown on the attached Exhibit
S. This 2,500-foot interceptor trench functions as a collection
device for contaminated groundwater located within the surficial
aquifer at the Facility. All groundwater collected is then
treated in a chemical oxidation unit, with the treated
groundwater shipped off-site fBr disposal.

39. The interceptor trench was designed to prevent chemical
substances from migrating off of the Facility property and to
remove and treat chemical substances within the Facility
boundaries to the State approved cleanup levels. It was further
designed to allow groundwater from adjacent properties such as
those owned by the Plaintiffs to flow towards the trench and be
collected. As discussed further below, the trench indeed appears
to have exerted an influence on groundwater located in the area
immediately outside the trench. At times, it has more likely
than not pulled groundwater off of the Bruce and Janice Grant
property towards the collection trench.

40. CH2M HILL has assisted in providing quarterly
monitoring reports to the North Carolina DEM since the
remediation system began operating in August 1992. The reported
data has included the levels of 1,4-dioxane, DCA and DCE in all

monitoring wells and surface water samples, the levels of those
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compounds in the effluent from the treatment system, and the
water elevations in all monitoring wells.
ONCLUSIONS GARDING PLAT FFS'! oP S

41. CH2M HILL has also been retained by Moore & Van Allen
to assist in defending this action on DuPont's behalf. In that
regard, I have provided several opinions concerning: (1) the
current nature and extent of contamination in the Kentec
neighborhood; (2) the effectiveness of the groundwater
remediation system initiated by DuPont at the Facility; and (3)
the potential, if any, for future migration to the Plaintiffs'
properties of chemical compounds within the groundwater. 1In
reaching my opinions, I have reviewed materials prepared by
experts retained by the Plaintiffs. For example, I have reviewed
two affidavits executed by Dr. Richard Spruill on June 11, 1993,
and August 13, 1993, and the materials attached thereto. I have
also reviewed an affidavit signed by Dr. Richard A. Ellis on June
9, 1993, along with the attachments to that affidavit. In
addition, I attended the deposition of Dr. Spruill, and reviewed
portions of the written transcripts for the depositions of Dr.
Ellis and Dr. Spruill. Finally, I have reviewed affidavits filed
concurrent with this affidavit by Jay Vandeven and Henry J. H.
Harris.

42. On October 27 and 28, 1993, CH2M HILL measured water
levels in ménitoring wells installed by CH2M HILL on the Facility
property, and in the nine monitoring wells placed on properties
owned by Plaintiffs Bruce and Janice Grant, Robert and Ruth
Brooks, and Andy and Tina Taylor. At this time, monitoring well
elevations were also surveyed. Exhibit 6 is a table of the water
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levels we measured. Exhibit 7 is a figure showing the
Plaintiffs' monitoring wells, the monitoring wells at the
Facility and the location of the interceptor trench. After
examining those measurements, the data generated by the
Plaintiffs' experts, data compiled by CH2M HILL during the
groundwater assessment, and quarterly monitoring data reported to
the North Carolina DEM pursﬁant to the corrective action plan, I
have drawn a number of additional conclusions about the
groundwater system since the remediation system has been in
operation.

43. In reviewing all availab;e data related to this
situation, I see no evidence of current contamination of the
Peedee aquifer. Rather, all data show that the plume of
contamination is contained within the surficial aquifer.

44. In my opinion, there is presently no evidence that
groundwater under properties owned by Plaintiffs Wallace and Edna
Jones, Marian Kittle and William Clark, Kenneth and Barbara
Stancill, Donnie and Peggy Stancill, Roy and Brenda Hughes, Dean
Grant, Margie Grant, William and Mary Corbett, or Andy and Tina
Taylor is now or has ever been contaminated. No groundwater
samples have ever been taken from monitoring wells on the
properties owned by any of these Plaintiffs other than the
Taylors. Two monitoring wells have been installed into the
surficial aduifer at the Taylor property, but samples taken from
those wells have revealed no contamination. Moreover, CH2M HILL
has taken samples from residential wells on properties owned by

Wallace and Edna Jones, William and Mary Corbett, Charles and
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Linda Braxton, C.L. and Kimberly Braxton, and Ruby and Ben
Singleton. Analysis of these samples revealed no contamination.

45. Based upon the most recent data available, there is no
groundwater contamination on the property owned by Robert and
Ruth Brooks. In 1991, DCE was reportedly detected by Plaintiffs!
experts at a concentration of 4 parts per billion, and 1,4-
dioxane was estimated at 6 parts per billion, in groundwater
sampling on the Brooks property. Neither of those concentrations
exceeded the North Carolina 2L groundwater standards requiring
clean up. In 1992, groundwater sampling on the Brooks' property
did not detect any chemical substances. Exhibit 8 summarizes
groundwater data collected in monitoring wells on Plaintiffs'
properties.

46. Based upon the most recent data available, chemical
substances have been detécted on only one of thé Plaintiffs!
properties, the property of Bruce and Janice Grant. The
groundwater sampling by the Plaintiffs shows that the chemical
substances' levels on the Grant property have been decreasing
over time. The most recent sampling shows that DCE, DCA and
1,4-dioxane were not detected above the 2L groundwater standards
in any of the monitoring wells on that property.

47. In my opinion, the level of chemical substances
observed in wells from the Grant property will continue to drop
in the future largely because the pumping of groundwater from the
leg of the interceptor trench between the Facility and the Grant
property has impeded the flow of groundwater from the Facility to

that property. The reasons for my opinion are set forth below.
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48. First, as discussed in paragraph 46 above, existing
data show that the concentrations of DCE, DCA and 1,4-dioxane on
the Grant property have been decreasing over time. Secondly,
concentrations of all three of those substances have fallen below
detectable levels in monitoring wells MW-10A and MW-11A. These
two monitoring wells are located between the Grant property line
and the southern leg of the interceptor trench. These monitoring
wells were established in the CAP as downgradient monitoring
points to evaluaﬁe the effectiveness of the remediation system.
Finally, water level data in the two most recent rounds of
measurements (April 1993 and October 1993) suggest that, if
anything, groundwater on the Grant property néw flows towards the
interceptor trench.

49. It is my opinion that the low concentrations of
chemical substances that were observed on the Grant property
during the most recent sampling will be further reduced by
various chemical and physical processes previously discussed in
this affidavit. In addition, dilution of the substances'
concentrations by rainfall infiltrating to the surficial aquifer
will likely reduce these substances' concentrations to below
detectable levels on the Grant property.

50. Although one of Plaintiffs' experts, Dr. Ellis, states
in his affidavit that the properties owned by Wallace and'Edna
Jones and Marian Kittle and William Clark are presently
contaminated, the Plaintiffs have presented no data supporting
that statement. The report attached to Dr. Spruill's affidavit
of June 11, 1993, states that analysis of sediments collected
from a single location at the bottom of a pond located between
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the Kittle/Clark and Jones properties revealed elevated levels of
toluene. However, it is my understanding that pond does not
extend onto either the Kittle/C1ark'or Jones properties.
Additionally, I am unaware of any sampling or analysis of those
properties which has indicated the presence of any contamination
by the chemical substances at issue.

51. In his first affidavit, Dr. Spruill speculateé that the
toluene found in the pond between the Kittle/Clark and Jones
properties may have been released from the Facility. 1In my
opinion, this statement is incorrect and unsupported. None of
the samples taken by Dr. Spruill and Dr. Ellis from wells located
between the Facility and the pond revealed any toluene.

Moreover, in reviewing the history of Facility operations during
the groundwater assessment and Facility audit, CH2M HILL found no
evidence that substances containing toluene had ever been used in
sufficient quantities at the Facility to cause contamination at
the levels apparently observed in the pond. Had releases from
the Facility been the source of toluene contamination in the
pond, higher levels of toluene would almost certainly have been
found in groundwater samples taken at the Facility, and on
properties owned by the Plaintiffs adj#cent to the Facility.

52. It is further my opinion that the data presently
available do not support a conclusion with any certainty that
groundwater-flow patterns in the area would result in groundwater
traveling from the Facility to the pond in question. Although
Groundwater Management Associates attempted to construct two
equipotential maps showing possible patterns of groundwater flow
under the Facility and the Taylor, Brooks, Hughes and Grant
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properties, those maps do not include water level measurements
from any wells located in close proximity to the pond. Thus,
insufficient data exists to determine with any degree of
certainty whether groundwater flows from the Facility property to
the pond. Even if such evidence did exist, however, that data
alone would not automatically establish that chemicals released
into the groundwater at the Facility would reach the pond.
Rather, the characteristics of the aquifer and the specific
compound at issue would also significantly affect the extent to
which that compound will travel within groundwater.

53. I strongly disagree with the conclusion in Dr.
Spruill's affidavit that the remediation system at the Facility
is not an effective remedial action system. As discussed in
paragraph 48 above, the data indicate that the remediation system
appears to.be preventing the migration of chemical substances
from the Facility into the groundwater of the Plaintiffs'
properties.

54, To the extent that Dr. Spruill bases his opinion
regarding the effectiveness of the remediation system upon his
assertion that the system has failed to reverse the hydraulic
gradient for groundwater in the surficial aquifer, his opinion
appears to be based upon a misunderstanding of the objective of
the system. That objective is to prevent the migration 6f
chemical substances from the Facility property to neighboring
properties -- not necessarily to reverse groundwater flow in the
vicinity. However, the data as discussed in paragraph 48
indicate that the remediation system may indeed be reversing
groundwater flow on parts of the Grant property.
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55. In my opinion, it is eitremely unlikely that chemical
substances in the surficial agquifer groundwater will travel from
the Facility property to the groundwater underneath the
properties owned by Andrew and Tina Taylor and William and Mary
Corbett. All data suggest that surficial aquifer groundwater
flows from those properties toward the ditch which runs along the
northwestern boundary of the Facility property. That ditch
functions as a groundwater divide which serves as a barrier to
the migration of substances in the surficial aquifer from the
Facility.

56. In sum, from the most recent data, the only chemical
subtances currently in groundwater off of the Kentec facility
prbperty are located in the surficial aquifer on the property
owned by Bruce and Janice Grant. In my opinion, there is
presently insufficient data to determine with reasonable
certainty whether that contamination will leave the Grant
property in the future, and how far it might travel if it does.

57. In my opinion, based on the current groundwater
conditions, it is extremely unlikely that substances in the
surficial groundwater agquifer on the Grant property and the
Facility property will migrate to the properties owned by Wallace
and Edna Jones, Marian Kittle and William Clark, Kenneth and
Barbara Stanci;l, Donnie and Peggy Stancill, Andrew and Tina
Taylor, or William and Mary Corbett. While it is conceivable
that such substances could eventually migrate to properties owned
by Margie Grant, Dean Grant, Robert and Ruth Brooks, or Roy and

Brenda Hughes, I do not believe this will happen.
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DOUGLAS G. DRONFIELD, P.G.
Senior Hydrogeologist/Project Manager

Education

M.S., Groundwater Hydrology, University of Arizona, 1984
B.A., Environmental Science, University of Virginia, 1982

Experience

Mr. Dronfield has been employed as a hydrogeologist by CH2M HILL in Reston, Virginia,
for the past 10 years. In 1992 and 1993 Mr. Dronfield was the manager of the Earth
Sciences and Engineering Department for CH2M HILL in Reston. He is currently a
senior hydrogeologist and project manager.

Mr. Dronfield specializes in the assessment of groundwater contamination from solid and
hazardous-waste sites; design of groundwater remediation systems; computer modeling of
groundwater flow, contaminant transport, and geochemical speciation; evaluation of
groundwater resources; and dispersion of fluids within fractured rock. He provides senior
technical support throughout the East Coast to CH2M HILL staff in the groundwater
discipline. He has extensive experience in hydrogeological evaluation and management of
groundwater contamination investigations in North Carolina.

As project manager and senior hydrogeologist for groundwater investigation and
remediation studies for DuPont at the Kinston and Cape Fear facilities in North Carolina,
Mr. Dronfield’s responsibilities included project management; client-state-EPA
negotiations; RCRA, RFA, and RFI work plans; monitoring-well installation; groundwater,
surface water, soil, and biota sampling; and hydrogeologic data collection and geochemical
interpretation. Compounds detected in the environment included primarily chlorinated
hydrocarbons.

Mr. Dronfield was the project manager and senior hydrogeologist for the groundwater
remediation work at the DuPont parts cleaning facility in Grifton, North Carolina. A
groundwater investigation, alternatives evaluation, and design and oversight of groundwater
remediation construction were all performed at this facility. The contaminants of concern
were 1,1-DCE, 1,1-DCA and 1,4-dioxane. The alternative selected and implemented
included the-installation of a 2,000-foot groundwater-interceptor trench and groundwater
treatment using chemical oxidation. The remediation system has been operational for
approximately 2 years.

As project manager and senior hydrogeologist for a soil and groundwater investigation and
remediation project near Charlotte, North Carolina, Mr. Dronfield is responsible for all
phases of the work. At this industrial facility, solvent and petroleum compounds were
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detected and have caused noncompliance with the North Carolina 2L and 2N regulations.
Negotiations with the state during the Comprehensive Site Assessments and Corrective
Action Plans have been ongoing. Field investigations have included the installation of
groundwater monitoring wells, sampling of groundwater, surface water, and soil and
conducting aquifer testing.

Mr. Dronfield is the senior hydrogeologist for a RCRA corrective action RFI for a major
chemical company in Greenville, North Carolina. The project includes evaluating six
SWMUs: a landfill, pesticides disposal areas, and solvent and waste-oil storage areas. The
project includes negotiations with EPA Region IV and the NCDEHNR hazardous waste
section.

Mr. Dronfield is the program manager for a RCRA, RFI, CMS, and CMI at Oceana NAS
in Virginia Beach, Virginia. The work involves environmental evaluation and assessment
of contamination at 17 different SWMUs. The sites include liquid hazardous-waste
disposal pits, landfills, waste-solvent disposal areas, pesticide storage areas, hazardous-
waste spill areas, and fire-fighting training facilities. Mr. Dronfield is responsible for all
aspects of the work, including writing work plans, sampling plans, and health and safety
plans; conducting fieldwork; and writing interpretative reports containing
recommendations. The fieldwork has included installing more than 45 groundwater-
monitoring wells; soil-gas sampling; collecting groundwater, surface water, soil, and
sediment samples for chemical analysis; and conducting in situ hydraulic-conductivity (slug)
tests. Three of the SWMUs are currently in the CMS phase, four are in the RFI phase,
five are in a fast track CMS/CMI phase, and five have been completed.

Mr. Dronfield was project manager and lead hydrogeologist for a remedial investigation
(RI) at the Camp Allen landfills at Norfolk Naval Base. The project involved evaluating
the transport of chlorinated solvents in multiple aquifers. Tasks Mr. Dronfield was
responsible for included drilling and installation of 29 monitoring wells; sampling of
groundwater, surface water, and sediment; sampling of 55 offsite residential wells;
interpretation of hydrogeologic data; and presentations to a technical review committee and
community groups. Mr. Dronfield was also the senior hydrogeologist on the remediation
design and oversight at a PCB removal action at Norfolk Naval Base.

As lead hydrogeologist, Mr. Dronfield worked on a Feasibility Study (FS) of groundwater
contamination..at a 30-acre fuel-farm site at NAS, Patuxent River. Contamination,
consisting of free-product and dissolved phases, has resulted from leaks from five 100,000-
gallon underground jet-fuel tanks and one 500,000-gallon tank. In addition to petroleum-
related compounds, chlorinated organic compounds, including TCE, are present because of
past waste disposal in the vicinity of the site. The FS recommended a remediation system
consisting of a 1,700-foot interceptor trench supported by a sheet-pile wall; free-product
treatment; iron removal; and air stripping. Mr. Dronfield was involved in preparing the
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design and bid specification package and the construction oversight for groundwater-
extraction wells and the interceptor trench.

As part of a CH2M HILL contract with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Mr. Dronfield was responsible for data evaluation and interpretive writing of the RI report
assessing the extent of surface and subsurface contamination at the Chisman Creek
Superfund site in Yorktown, Virginia. This site is on a tidal estuary of the Chesapeake
Bay. Mr. Dronfield also was involved in preparing the FS assessing applicable corrective
action alternatives. He is the senior hydrogeologist on a CERCLA remedial design for
groundwater contamination at the William Dick Lagoon and Cryochem sites in
Pennsylvania. Both projects are located in complex fractured bedrock aquifers and will
require groundwater extraction and treatment of chlorinated solvent compounds.

Membership in Professional Organizations

National Groundwater Association

American Geophysical Union

International Association of Hydrologists

Publications and Presentations

D. G. Dronfield and S. E. Silliman, ‘‘Velocity Dependance of Dispersion for Transport
Through a Single Fracture of Variable Roughness.’’ Water Resources Research. Vol. 29,
No. 10. October 1993.

With S. J. Druschel and J. Vandeven. ‘‘NAPL Collection System for Difficult Terrain.”’
HMCRI 92 Conference. November 30 - December 4, 1992.

With M. A. Ibison, T. J. Buchanan. ‘‘Aquifer Storage and Recovery in Virginia: An
Innovative Water Supply Alternative.”” American Water Resources Association, Future
Availability of Groundwater Resources. April 1992.

Defining Remedial Objectives. Presented at Executive Enterprise Course: Controlling the
Environmental Remediation Process and Cost. Washington, D.C. March 1991.

WDCRES2/07519. WPS



-

/ .
- /"‘—\.V""‘A\_’,——-;T//ﬂ/'\f A
et 7 4
i~
e NN N

~y ° .
. pot ey e ~" :
s i e
-7‘& I i £ ~
R " Fave TN NN, Y .
Vel

Rl “_ngj?ﬂ_ﬁ Ey
R T S o - o

i ‘@‘-y—w: Z‘é‘“ﬁ“#"”_m.,,. 2

LEGEND
\ ®  PHASE 1 AND 2 MONITORING WELL
[//Z7] RINSE WATER DRAINFIELD (1982- 1986)

-—--— PROPERTY BOUNDARY DURING
PHASES 1 AND 2

B FRENCH DRAIN (1972- 1982)

KM TN N T T VN
o~ NP ~v . NN YN Y
”\'\'V‘\"Y«V\'Vm . !“\‘\/‘y\/ ‘f‘r\_f\,’\r‘.r';\'j N ALA WAL ALANA N A
- i o AAAS A AAAN -
r \ t‘_/\/
2~

_,’\./\/\-/\.-/\J\A_/.\" - J\-?‘. o]

NOTE: BASE MAP COMPILED FROM AERIAL
PHOTOGRAPHY FLOWN' ON 2/10/89.

e

e DRAINAGE WAY £ P, i 100 30C
A L7 N omzmo=

\ _, SCALE: 1'=200'

Exhioit 2

PHASE 1 AND 2

GROUNDWATER -

SAMPLING LOCATIONS . = e

Du Pont Kentec Faciity = - S
e

n 0 -

662%ex(2.0gn  28-Mar-1391



....
_____

—‘\ |
EES \

‘o
1o
'z
m
1
‘ BENSE Tasss |

T

2

oy

i X s v <
s, WA L TS ~

\

)

7
N

J

P

Tt S Ve N Ay e
TS g \’"“:-:v ~ -\,:V-\q‘( N VY, N (WV‘\' 4 xn{\/\(".,ﬂ\!"‘/\/\f\!‘v-\
i JANAAL 2P P ANNIAAA NN NAANIAA 4

—
P

LEGEND

® PROPOSED MONITOR]
IN JANUARY 1991 NG WELL

M T
=

N
=

J)

NOTE: EASE MAP COMPILED FROM AERIAL
HOTOGRAPHY FLOWN ON 2/10/89.

‘i_ Wt /,s ol :
AT s D N DIAAGE WA S

- 2
v «;‘.{3{-; C o

0 100 200 300
(T p—————

i
|
F

N,

. .

i e’

q e (]

.
Ji .
l 3
‘\.

J

{3

/

4
/

.

|
J
.1l v

N

N\

l/ \.'
oy - P
.. Ay i f T - ¢
ep% L L ML
— o 1@ Cf - |
< :’1 \ PN 0
! i 2 Y [ . J Exhibit 3 |

L. . —~



MW=T ~ AT T
1,200/4/1 BTN s Y e
) WA " RS
-';ﬁ:??iwgk. MM' ¥ : ~\i’::"‘~;:t‘,}f; ?\x\
TR OMWE L ST e S
v w23 OMW5-——0/3<5™ T i o
w','&.‘i...@-.v#—'—"" -

2, 300/800/82

S M i$5/<
430/290/34 e o B TR A 35/ f;/ 5
- ,_@ ..ML :-D Jo 2 ?‘F’E"."—"“ - Y N f& . LE E ND
® MW-11 - o - o e W T & g PRV A' S A S are hihd Y G
AW i .\,\-e-\—,.\',..vv.yx,-.vq‘,_:mm____ XYY NNy ‘/ v Y:j’};(}_u~ AAANAAAA AP ’\"*““"‘V\/l —_— =
e ¥ ¢ -‘Ju\./\, ol s P <,
[

® MONITORING WELL
1,700/73/13 1,4-DIOXANE /1, 1-DICHLOROETHANE /

P \?{:‘T R
ML .
3t

P oD 1, -DICHLOROETHYLENE
=% P N o ol A G ,//\‘
e TA \_J/’ i : CONCENTRATIONS IN ug/!
> e — N N .
§ - — ™ o~ NOTE: BASE MAP COMPILED FROM AERIAL
lf\—\/ S~ PHOTOGRAPHY FLOWN ON 2/10/88.
! :

\ 0 100 200 300
. T e
SCALE: 1'=200'
Exhibit 4

T

N ORAINAGE WAY Py

,,,,,,

N

TN\ CONCENTRATIONS OF 1,4- |
~ DIOXANE, 1,1-DICHLOROETHANE
IR & 1,1-DICHLOROETHYLENE IN

= N

SURFICIAL AQUIFER
GROUNDWATER

JANUARY 1990 A
Du Pont Kentec Faciity =

——— -
662%ex05.00n  20-Mar~1391 )




-

DENSE T73EES

ALALLA,

"
((‘x

Y

——

v e
LW )-SR > W
Wil

LVt
.

LEGEND

\ ——————— INTERCEPTOR TRENCH
w—-\/\-

| Q —_— — - LOCATION

)} \ o

) NOTE: BASE ‘MAP COMPILED FROM AERIAL
//, ' PHOTOGRAPHY FLOWN ON 2/10/89.
V |

i

/ ~—— DRAINAGE WAy //’"“\: - ‘\ ‘ 0 100 200 300
x T SCALE: 1':200'

‘\ ‘? ~‘.;

T

I ¢ Exhioit 5

L R 1 INTERCEPTOR TRENCH
: LOCATION

Du Pont Kentec Facility

Fa2%x06.a0n ~8-Mar- 1931




Exhibit 6

‘Water Level Elevations
October 27 - 28, 1993

Monitoring Groundwater Depth
Well Elevation to water
Number (ft above sea level) (feet)
MW-A 23.52 5.80
MW-B 22.87 4.26
MW-C 2134 . 5.87
MW-D 23.70 3.85
MW-E 23.51 721
MW-F 23.52 7.96
MW-G 23.50 715
MW-H 16.54 3.85
MW-1 22.96 6.84
W1 23.89 7.33
MW-4A 23.69 9.31
[MwW=B 21.28 11.95
MW-6 23.26 7.45
MW-7A 24.46 5.72
MW-7B 21.40 9.13
MW-3 23.60 7.58
MW-9 23.45 9.33
MW-10A 23.46 9.64
MW-10B 20.96 12.04
MW-11A 23.44 9.38
Mw-11B 20.86 12.25
MW-14A 2234 6.14
MW-14B 21.20 6.13
MW-15 22.26 6.70
MW-16 23.36 6.14
MW-18 23.68 6.85

from NCGSM "BARBQ".

Note - Elevations are based on NGVD29 originated
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Exhibit 8
Groundwater Data from Plantiffs Monitoring Locations
(All concentrations in ppb)
1,1- 1,1- T LLI-
. Well Property Date | Sampled | Chloro- | Dichloro- | Dichloro- | Triethylene | Trichloro- | 1,4-
Number by ethane | ethene ethane glycol ethane | Dioxane
MW-1) | B. Grant | 6/13/91 Ellis 69 26 53 < 50,000 <4 4 ]
MW-A 12/15/92] GMA <5 <5 9.8 NA 6.0 <50
(MW-13)] Taylor 1/90 CH2M <10 <5 <5 <250 <5 <50
MW-B HILL
MW-C | Taylor |12/15/92] GMA <5 <5 <5 NA <5
MW-D | B.Grant }12/15/92] GMA <5 <5 <5 NA <5
MW-E | B.Grant |12/15/92] GMA <5 <5 <5 NA <5
(MW-3) | Brooks | 6/13/91 Ellis <5 4 <5 <50,000 <5 |
MW-F | - 12/15/92] GMA <5 <5 <5 NA <5
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Exhibit 8
Groundwater Data from Plantiffs Monitoring Locations
(All concentrations in ppb)
I T 1.1 1,1- 1,1,1- '
Well Property Date | Sampled | Chloro- | Dichloro- | Dichloro- | Triethylene | Trichloro- | 1,4-
Number by ethane ethene ethane glycol ethane | Dioxane
(MW-2) 6/16/91 Ellis 44 23 270D <50,000 <5 357
MW-G | B.Grant }12/15/92] GMA <5 <5 1.7 NA <5 <50
4/16/93 GMA 28.9 23] 33 1) NA <5 <100
MW-H Brooks 4/16/93 GMA <5 <S5 <5 NA <5 _ <100
MW-T | B.Grant | 3/3/93 GMA <5 <5 <5 NA <5 < 100
TB-1 B. Grant | 4/16/93 GMA <5 <5 <5 NA <5 <100
TB-2 SR1802 | 3/22/93 ] GMA <5 <5 <5 NA <5 <100
Right of way

e —— —
ation numbers in parentheses indicate the CH2M HILL or Richard Ellis sample number used during the first
mpling event, MW-1, MW-2, and MW-3 are Richard Ellis sample aumbers, MW-13 js a CHZM HILL
mple number. Other numbers are as designated by Groundwater Management Associates (GMA)
= Indicates compound level above the calibration limit. )
= Batimated value. Compound detected below the quantitative detection limit
A = not analyzed
gwdata2.xls
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

It is hereby certified that the foregoing AFFIDAVIT OF
DOUGLAS G. DRONFIELD has been served this day by depositing
copies thereof in a depository under the exclusive care and
custody of the United States Postal Service in postage prepaid

envelopes and properly addressed as follows:

James F. Hopf, Esd.
Law Offices of Marvin Blount, Jr.

400 West First Street

P.O0. Drawer 58
Greenville, liorth Carolina 27835-0058

A Do

This the 1st day of April, 1994.
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF NORTH CAROLINA

NEW BERN DIVISION FILED

CIVIL ACTION NO. 91-55-CIV-4-H

_ APR 1 19%4
FILED IN ALL PENDING DUPONT LITIGATION

DAVID W, DANIEL, CLERK
U, . DISTRICT COURT

EDWARD B. GRANT and wife, ) E DIST. NO. CAR.
JANICE C. GRANT, ) .
)
plaintiffs, )
) .
7. ) AFFIDAVIT OF L ?
‘ ) HENRY J.H. HARRIS  ..ocomep ¥
E.I. DU PONT DE NEMOURS AND ) WASHINGTON OFFICE
COMPANY, INCORPORATED, )
) AR 8 1994
Defendant. )
8 E M

Henry J.H. Harris, being first duly sworn, é;pcseS“andwéﬁ?s' it
as follows:

1. 1 am an independent consultant specializing in the
planning, management and evaluation of hydrogeologic and
geochemical investigations. I obtained my bachelor's degree in
philosophy and geology from Haverford College in 1970, and a Ph.D
in hydrogeology and hydrogedchemistry from the qu&ersity of
I1linois in 1981. Between 1973 and 1982, I was employed by the
Hydrogeology and Geophysics Section of the Iilinois State
G§Ological survey. Before establishing my own firm in 1990, I
managed the Earth Sciences and Engineering Department for the
consulting firm of CHéM Hill in Reston, Virginia.

2. During my career, 1 have studied the hydrogeologf of
numerous industrial facilities and waste disposal sites. Through
this work, I have obtained subsfantial experiencé in the design,
installation and operation of well-fields and groundwater
monitoring facilities. In addition, I have expertise in

hydrogeologic and geochemical modeling, including the assessment
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of contaminant trapsport. I also have extensive experience in
the laboratory analysis of the hydraulic properties of earth
materials, and in the design, programming and operation of
digital monitoring and control equipment for field and laboratory
studies. |

3. In addition to my resﬁonsibilities as an independent
consultant, I teach hydrogeology and compuﬁer modeling of
groundwater flow in the Whiting School of Engineering at Johns.

Hopkins University in Baltimore, Maryland. I am also an

. occasional adjunct professor of hydrogeology and geomorphology at

George Mason University in Fairfax County, Virginia. For
additional information concerning my background and
qualifications, see the curriculam vitae attached hereto as
Exhibit 1. |

4. I have been retained by the law firm of Moore & Van
Allen to provide several opinions concerning the alleged
existence of groundwatef_and surface water contamination at or
near the Kentec, Incorporated,'parts~washing facility ("the
Facility") located on State Road 1802 near Grifton, North
Carolina. Specifically, the purpose of this affidavit is to
state my opinions concerning: (1) the current nature and extent
of groundwater contamination in the Kentec neighborhood; (2) the
effectiveness of the groundwater remediation'system instalied by
DuPont at the Facility; and (3) the potential, if any, for future
migration of groundwater contamination to the Plaintiffs'
properties.

5. In my prior éosition with CH2M Hill> before 1990, I was
directly involved in the investigation of groundwater and surface

- 2 -
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water contamination at the Kenteé Facility. Through that work, I
personally visited the Facility on several occasions.

6. In developing my opinions, I have reviewed the
following materials'provided to me by Moore & Van Allen: (1)
CH2M Hill's written reports from ifs Groundwater Assessment of
the Facility; (2) the Kentec Corrective Action Plan (CAP; dated
July 11, 1991; (3) all quarterly groundwater and surface water
monitoring results submitted to the State of North Carolina
pursuant to the CAP; (4) all water-level measurements taken both
on-site andhoff-site by CH2M Hill; (5) all chemical analyses of
groundwater samples taken by CH2M Hill from residential wells in
the Kentec neighborhood; (6) the June 11, 1993 and August 13,
1993 affidévits of Dr. Richard K. Spruill, with attachments
thereto; (7) the June 9, 1993 affidavit of Dr. Richard‘A. Ellis,
with attachments thereto; .and (8) the affidavit prepared by
Douglas G. Dronfield in connection with this litigation.

7. Based on my review of the méterials lisﬁed above, as
well as my prior involvement in the investigation of the.
Facility, I have reached several conclusions regarding the nature
and extent of contamination in the Kentec neighborhood. (Exhibit
2 shows my current understanding of the locations of certain
significant features of the neighborhood, including the
boundaries of the Plaintiffs' properties and the locations of
monitoring Jells, residential wells, and other sampling points.)

8. There is no evidence that the Peedee Aquifer, which
underlies the entire vicinity and is a drinking-water aquifer in

this region of North carolina, is currently contaminated.
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Rather, all data show that the contamination is within the
shallow, surficial aquifer.

| 9. There is no evidence that groundwater under nine of the
eleven Plaintiffs' properties is now or has ever been
contaminatéd by the Kentec Facility. (The nine properties for
which there is no evidence of contamination are those of william
and Mary Corbett, Dean Grant, Margie Grant, Roy and Brenda
Hughes, Wallace and Edna Jones, Marian Kittle and william Clark,

Donnie and Peggy Stancill, Kenneth and Barbara Stancill, and Andy

~and Tina Taylor, as identified on Exhibit B.) 1In fact, to the

best of my knowledge, monitoring wells (MW-13 and MW-C) have been
installed on only oné of these properties, that of Andy and Tina
Taylor. Groundwater samples from these wells have shown no
contaminétion. In addition, groundwater samples were taken from
five residential wells in the neighborhood, on properties owned
by William and Mary Corbett, Wallace and Edna'Jones, Charles and
Liﬁda Braxton, C.L. and Kimberly Braxtoﬁ, and Ben and Ruby i
Singleton. Analyses of these sqmples did not show any
contamination.

10. The Ellis Affidavit states that properties owned by
wallace and Edna Jones and Marian Kittle and William Clark are
presently contaminated. ToO the best of'my knowledge, there .are
no sampling studies or analytical data to support that statement.
The report agfached to the Spruill Affidavit of June 1993 states
that the concentrationlof toluene was elevated in one sample of

sediment collected from the bottom of a pond located between the

Jones and Kittle/Clark properties. To the best of my knowledge,



however, that pond does not extend onto either the kittle/clark
or the Jones property. ‘

11. The Spruill Affidavit of June 1993 speculates that the
toluene found in the one sediment sample mentioned above may have

been released from the Kentec Facility. 1In my opinion, there is

no evidence at all to support this speculation. To the best of

my knowledge, toluene has never been found in any groundwater
samples takeﬁ from wells lying between the pond and the Facility.
Furthermore, (as discussed in subsequent paragraphs of my
affidavit) there is no evidence at all that groundwdter flows
from the Facility toward the pond. Consequently, it is extremely
unlikely that this toluene originated on. the Kentec Facility.
Furthermore, toluene is widely and commonly used as a solvent iL
adhesives and paints and is an additive in many gasolines. The
pond in question is bordered by State Road 1802 and by property
where I understand that Plaintiff Wallace Jones washed
paintbrushes. I believe thét it is far more likely that the
toluene derives from such activities than from the Kentec
Facilityn |

12. All of the available data show that éroundwater beneath
the property owned by Robert and Ruth Brooks is not currently
contaminated; in addition, the evidence for any past
contaminatiqn of this property is weak and inconclusive. There
are two moni%oring wells on the Brooks property, one of which
(MW-H) has not shown any groundwater contamination. The Ellis
affidavit states that, in June of 1991, a single sample from the
other well on the property (MW-F) had traces of two compounds,
1,1-dichloroethene (DCE) and 1,4-dioxane. However, the Ellis

- 5 -



affidavit reporté concentratioﬁs of these two compounds that are
below the normal quantitation limits, meaning that the
concentrations were so low that the laboratory was unable to
determine how much of either one was actually present in the
sample. In my experience, results of this kind are normall?
viewed with extreme suspicion unless they are confirmed by
additional sampling. In fact, the most recent sample from this
same well showed no contamination at all. I also note that the

only well immediately adjacent to the Brooks property (MwW-16, on

~Kentec property) showed low levels of two compounds during two

early sampling events, but has since shown no contamination at
all during six separate sampling events, all subsequent to the
start-up of the Kentec remediation system.

13. oOnly one other Plaintiffs' property (that of Bruce and
Janice Grant) has'shown any groundwater contamination.- There are
five monitoring wells and one boring location on this property;
of these six sampling‘points, only two (MW-A'and MW-G):have shown
contamination. 2ll of the data indicate that the concentrations

of contaminants in these two wells are at very low levels and

that the concentrations have declined since the start-up of the

Kentec remediation system. The earliest samples from these
wells, taken in July of 1991, were reported by the Plaintiffs to
contain 1,4-dioxane at concentrations below the normal
quantitationnlimit. However, 1,4-dioxane was not detected at all
in any of the subsequent samples from these two wells, indicating
either that the validity of the earlier analyses is doubtful or
that the concentrations of 1,4-dioxane have declined to below the

detection level in the interim. Samples from both wells

- 6 -



b e o bt ey o

R

reportedly contained quantifiable amounts of DCE, chloroethane,
and 1,1-dichloroethane (DCA) in July of 1991. The concentrations
of all three compounds were uniformly lower in the most recent
samples from both wells. In particular, DCE was not present in
quantifiable amounts in either well; DCA had declined to below
the quantitation 1imit in one well; and chloroethane had declined
to below detection limit in the other well. The compound 1,1,1-
trichloroethane (TCA) was reportedly found in the most recent
sample from MW-A, at a concentration just above the quantitation
limit. To the best of my knowledge, this compound has never been
found in any other groundwater samples from the neighborhood,
including those taken on the Kentec Facility itself.

14. The Spruill Affidavit of June 1993 implies that the
groundwater remediation system at Kentec is ineffective. In my
opinion, there'is no evidence from chemical analyses to support
this conclusion. The stated purpose of the remediation system is
to effect a reduction of contaminant conceﬁtrations to target
levels set by the State of North Carolina. In fact (as described
above), the concentrations of contaminants on and adjacent to the
Bruce and Janice Grant property and the Brooks property have
declined since the system went into operation; again, these are
the oniy two Plaintiffs'Aproperties for which there is any
evidence of groundwater contamination. Furthermore, since the
remediationnsystem went into operation, the concentrations of
contaminants have declined dramatically in the two shallow wells
(MW-10A and MW-11A) that monitor the boundary between the
Facility and the Grant property. In fact, no contamination was
found in the most recent samples from these two wells. These

-7 -



o, P e e e e

[

chemical analyses support the conclusion that the remediation
system is effective.

15. Paragraph 11 of the Spruiil.Affidavit of June 1993
states that "there is no evidence of any groundwater flow toward
the DuPont faciiity from adjacent properties such as would be
expected from the operation of an effective remedial action
system." As noted above, the stated purpose of the Kentec
remediation system is to reduce the concentrations of'
contaminants in groundwater; there is no hydrodynamic performance
standard foi this system. (A 'hydrodynamic' standard is one that
involves the measurement of groundwater levels and/or the
determination of directions of groundwater flow.) In fact, the
most efficient remediation systems are designed to 'flatten' the
groundwater gradient, thereby substantially reducing the rate of
movement of contaminants, without imposing large groundwater
gradients. Large groundwater gradients (i.e., large differences
in water levels between the poinfs‘of extraction and adjacent
points)bmay indicate that the system is inefficient, removing
much more water than is necessary to accomplish the remediation
objective. Furthermore, the choice of an appropriate
hydrodynamic standard usually requires careful analysis both of
the extraction system itself and of its hydrogeologic setting.
Occasional water-level measurements from randomly sited wells
cannot be uééd to judge the performance of an extraction system
of this kind.

16. As quoted above, the Spruill Affidavit of June 1993
contends that there is no evidence of groundwater flow toward the
facility from adjacent properties. There are two equipotential
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maps included with a report (by Groundwater Management
Associates, or GMA) that is attached to the Spruill Affidavit. I
assume that these two maps, together.with the associated water-
level measurements, are intended to support the contention that
groundwater does not flow from adjacent properties toward the
Facility. It is my opinion that neither the maps nor the data
support this contention. My reasons for this opinion are
enumerated in the three paragraphs below. (Please note: DuPont
and the Plaintiffs have used different datums for their water-
level measurements. Consequently, the absolute value of a DuPont
measurement Qould be several feet below a Plaintiff measurement
taken simultaneously at the same location. This difference does
not invalidate comparisons of the two sets of data.)

17. 1In the first place, the GMA Report shows water-level
measurements for October 23, 1992 and April 16, 1993, but.
includes no water-level measurements from within the Kentec
Facility itself. Rather, the report appears to assume thét the
groundwater levels within the Facility on these two dates were
like the levels measured within the Facility by CH2M Hill on
previous dates. Because these assumed levels were higher than
the groundwater levels that GMA measured outside of the Facility,
the GMA Report concludes that groundwater flowed.away from the -
Facility on these two dates. However, the complete record of:
water~levelhmeasurements for the neighborhood shows that
groundwater levels may vary by as much as two feet in any one
well over the course of a year. Furthermore, there have been
substantial changes in the management of groundwater within the
Kentec Facility during the period in question. For these

- 9 -



reasons, it is incorrect to assume that the groundwater levels
within the Facility on October 23, 1992 and April 16, 1993 were
like the levels measured on previous dates by CH2M Hill.

18. Secondly, water-level measureménts were taken by CH2M
Hill on a single day (October 27, 1993) in wells on the Bruce and
Janice Grant property and on the Kentec property. The comparison
of adjacent wells indicates that, on this date, groundwater

levels on the Grant property were uniformly above those on the

Kentec property: MW-G (Grant) at 23.50 feet, vs MW-10A (Kentec)

.at 23.46 feet; MW-A (Grant) at 23.52 feet, vs MW-11A (Kentec) at

23.44 feet. These data clearly do not support the contention
that groundwater was flowing aﬁay from the Kentec Facility onto
the Grant property.

19. Thirdiy, GMA reported that, in October of 1992, the
groundwater in MW-E (on the Grant property, near. the boundary of
the Kentec Facility) was at a level of 30.74 feet, while that in
MW-D, southeast of MW-E, was at a level of 30.3§ feet, suggesting
flow away from the Facility. As noted above, this conclusion is
not based on measurements within the Kentec Facility; therefore,
it applies only to groundwaters beyond the boundaries of the
Facility. Furthermore, the same situation clearly did not exist
either in April of 1993 or in October of 1993.  In April of 1993,
GMA reported levels of 32.01 feet in MW-D and 31.88 feet in MW-E.
In October of 1993, CH2M Hill measured levels of 23.70 feet in
MW-D and 23.51 feet in MW-E. These data clearly do not support
the contention that groundwater‘was flowing away from the Kentec

Facility; if anything, they suggest that groundwater was flowing

toward the Facility.
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20. As noted above, there is no evidence that groundwater
beneath the prpperties of Bill and Mary Corbett and Andrew and
Tina Taylor is currently contaminated. In my opinion, it is
extremely unlikely that these properties will become contaminated
by groundwater travelling through the shallow aquifer from the
Kentec Facility. Groundwater flows from these properties toward
the Kentec Facility, into the deep ditch which runs along the
northwestern boundary of the Facility. The diﬁch, a tributary of
Beaver Dam Branch, currently creates a groundwater divide iﬁ the
shallow aquifer, serving as a barrier to the migration of
contaminants.

21. To the best of my knowledge, there are no monitoring
wells or other points at which groundwater levels have been

measured in the shallow aquifer to the east of MW-D and MW-G.

" Consequently, there is no evidence that groundwater in the
- shallow aquifer flows easterly from the vicinity of MW-D and MW-

" G. Therefore, it is simply speculation to suggest that

Plaintiffs' properties lying to the east of MW-D and MW-G will
become contaminated. As mentioned above, there is no evidence.
that any of these properties (owned by Wallace and Edna Jones,
Marian Kittle and William Clark, Donnie and Peggy Stancill, and
Kenneth and Barbara Stancill) are now or ever have been
contaminated by the'Kentec Facility. There is also no evidence
that they wfll become contaminated in the future. In fact, basic
principles of hydrogeology suggest that, under natufal

conditions, the predominant direction of groundwater flow from

the vicinity of MW-G and MW-D should be south-southwest (in the
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direction of the predominant topographic gradient, toward Beaver
Dam Branch), away from these four properties.

22. Even if groundwater were flowing from the Facility
toward these properties, there is no evidence that any
contaminants in the groundwater would reach these properties in
detectable amounts. The concentrations of contaminants dissolved
in flowing groundwater are often decreased by dilution,
dispersion, and other attenuative mechanisms. The degree of

attenuation depends on the characteristics of each contaminant,

~the aquifer materials, and the groundwater flow system. To the

best of my knowledge, there have been no studies of the effects
of these mechanisms on or adjacent to the Kentec Facility.

23. As noted above, all of the available hydrodynamic
evidence indicates that the Kentec remeaiation system has
flattened the groundwater gradients along the boundary between -
the Facility and the property of Bruce and Janice Grant. All of
the available analytical evidence indicates that the |
concentrations of contaminants in groundwater on the southern and
eastern side of the Facility have declined since start-up of the
remediation system. Taken together, these two sets of evidence
suggest that the remediation system is effecting a reduction in
the concentrations of contaminants on the soutﬁern and eastern
side of the Facility. If so, the concentrations of contaminants
in shallow g;oundwater beneath the Grant property are likely to
continue to drop over time. In these circumstances, even if
contaminated groundwater were to leave the Grant property and

migrate to other Plaintiffs' properties, the concentrations of



contaminants would probably be below those presently observed on
the Grant property, owing to dilution and attenuation.

24. 1In sum, the only Plaintiffs' property for which there
is any evidence of recent groundwater contamination is that owned
by Bruce and Janice Grant. 'In my opinion, tﬁe existing data are
iﬁsufficient to determine with any certainty whether those
contaminants will leave the Grant property in the future, where
they might travel,'or what their concentrations might be.

25. Given the conditions evidenced by the most recent
available data, it is very unlikely that groundwater
contamination on the Bruce and Janice'Grant property and the
Facility property will migrate to the properties owned by Bill
and Mary Corbett, Wallace and Edna Jones, Marian Kittle and
William Clark, Donnie and Peggy Stancill, Kenneth and Barbara
Stancill, or Ahdrew and Tina Taylor. Although it is conceivable
that groundwater contaﬁination on the Bruce and Janice Grant
property could migrate to properties owned by Robert and Ruth
Brooks, Dean Grant, Margie Grant, or Roy and.Brenda Hughes, I
cannot conclude with any degree of certainty that this migration
will occur. Furthermore, even if this migration were té occur, I
cannot, with any degree of certainty, conclude that the
groundwater beneath these properties wouid in consequence contain

detectable amounts of contamination.

Ya
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HENRY J. H. HARRIS
Senior Scientist

Education

Ph.D., Hydrogeology and Hydrogeochemistry, University of Illinois, 1981 ‘
B.A., Philosophy and Geology, Haverford College, 1970

Expertise

Dr. Harris is an independent consultant specializing in the planning, management, and
evaluation of hydrogeologic and geochemical investigations. He performs groundwater
resource and well-field design investigations, and is experienced in the planning,
installation, and operation of well-fields and groundwater monitoring facilities. He has
studied the hydrogeology of numerous industrial facilities and waste disposal sites, including
landfills (for hazardous, low-level radioactive, and sanitary wastes), lagoons, and mine
spoils and gobs. Dr. Harris provides expert testimony and negotiation support for industry,
government, and private organizations. '

Dr. Harris is experienced in hydrogeologic and geochemical modeling, including resource
evaluation, assessment of contaminant transport, and evaluation of the thermodynamic
behavior of solutes. He is experienced in laboratory analysis of the hydraulic properties of
earth materials, and in the design, programming, and operation of digital monitoring and
control equipment for field studies. He has extensive theoretical and practical knowledge of
the inorganic and isotope geochemistry of brines and about the hydrogeochemistry of cold
regions. .
Dr. Harris currently teaches hydrogeology in the Whiting School of Engineering at Johns
Hopkins University, in Baltimore, Maryland. Dr. Harris is an occasional adjunct professor
at George Mason University in Fairfax County, Virginia, where he has taught hydrogeology
and geomorphology. -

Selected Experience

Dr. Harris developed and managed a series of hydrogeologic studies for a Fortune 10
manufacturing company at nine locations in seven states. These studies evolved into
lengthy and complex investigations at three sites, involving issues of contaminant transport
and water supply. Dr. Harris provided a variety of services during these investigations,
ranging from the design of testing protocols in fractured bedrock to extraction well network
design. -

For a midwestern city that depends entirely on groundwater for water supply, Dr. Harris
performed a well-field evaluation. The evaluation included an assessment both of the

H.J.H. Harris Resume, Page 1



HENRY J. H. HARRIS

Senior Scientist

performance of recharge facilities crucial to the successful operation of the well fields and
of the potential for contamination of the existing supply. In addition, Dr. Harris offered
recommendations for the placement, design, and operation of new wells and well fields.

Dr. Harris served as a technical reviewer and consultant for a public interest group
concerned about the potential environmental impacts of uranium mining and milling in
Virginia. Issues of particular concern were the potential transport of radioactive and other
inorganic contaminants by groundwater. The mine and mill facilities were to be situated in
an area of fractured and faulted rock in the Piedmont of Virginia.

Dr. Harris served as a senior technical reviewer in a quality assurance program for
hazardous waste (Superfund) projects administered by the U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency. In this capacity, Dr. Harris reviewed and wrote portions of more than a dozen -
planning documents for the remedial investigation and closure procedures to be used at
hazardous waste sites. He reviewed all or part of several dozen Remedial Investigation and
Feasibility Study reports. In addition, Dr. Harris wrote and reviewed protocols for
geophysical investigations, monitoring well installation, and groundwater sampling.

Dr. Harris provided technical advice to, and testified. in court as an expert witness for,
residents of the Virginia Piedmont who were concerned about the impacts of residential
development upon groundwater supply in fractured bedrock. In this capacity, Dr. Harris
reviewed hydrogeologic reports and gave public testimony before county officials. Dr.
Harris also provided technmical advice to county officials regarding the development of
ordinances to assure the proper testing and development of groundwater supplies.

Dr. Harris managed a series of investigations for the Chesapeake Division of the U.S. Naval
Facilities Engineering Command through the Naval Assessment and Control of Installation
Pollutants (NACIP) program. Under this program, Dr. Harris directed Confirmation Studies
(the Naval equivalent of U.S EPA RI/FS investigations) at six facilities in the coastal plain
of Maryland and Virginia. These studies involved the full range of RUFS activities, from
establishment of quality assurance and control programs, to detailed field investigations
(including waste sampling, hydrogeologic studies, and surface water studies), to evaluation
and recommendation of remedial alternatives. Contamination problems at these facilities
ranged from those involving mercury and other heavy metals to subsurface spills and leaks
of hydrocarbon fuels.

Dr. Harris is currenily providing technical advice and negotiation support to a citizen's
group in Fairfax County, Virginia, regarding the impacts of leaks of petroleum compounds
which have contaminated the subsurface in residential neighborhoods adjacent to a large
tank farm.
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Senior Scientist

Dr. Harris planned and managed all aspects of an intensive hydrogeologic investigation of a
hazardous waste landfill in Maine, where a variety of organic solvents and plasticizers
contaminated groundwater in a deep, glacial aquifer. The investigation included
geophysical surveys, installation of a complex system of monitoring wells, and sampling
and analysis of ground and surface waters for priority pollutants and other dissolved
constituents. Dr. Harris compiled and analyzed the data produced by the investigation and
wrote an interpretive report assessing the impact of the landfill. With a team of other
engineers and scientists, he prepared a feasibility study that compared and evaluated
alternative measures to alleviate the adverse impacts of the landfill.

Dr. Harris planned and conducted groundwater contamination assessments for the metals
mining industry at four sites in the Northeast and the Midwest. The assessments included
installation and sampling of monitoring wells, modeling and interpretation of physical and
chemical data, and provision of recommendations for long-term monitoring programs and
remedial actions.

As co-investigator in a study funded by the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
Dr. Harris reviewed cover designs for landfills containing low-level radioactive waste. His
work comprised laboratory, field, and computer studies of groundwater flow and
contaminant transport in the unsaturated zone. In this capacity, Dr. Harris also designed
and supervised the construction of a computerized laboratory instrument used to monitor
groundwater flow in variably saturated soils.

Dr. Harris was senior technical consultant for the development of a large groundwater
supply for a municipal waste treatment (land application) facility in the coastal plain of
New Jersey. Development of the supply included the installation, testing, and evaluation of
large production wells.

Dr. Harris managed a remedial investigation of the Chisman Creek Superfund site in York
County, Virginia, where flyash had been disposed in pits excavated in the sediments of the
coastal plain. Metals found in private wells adjacent to the site were thought to originate in
the flyash; in addition, the ash was considered to pose a threat to Chisman Creek, part of
which is an estuary tributary to Chesapeake Bay. The investigation comprised geophysical
surveys, installation and sampling of monitoring wells, sampling of residential wells and of
the Chisman Creek estuary, digital modeling of the geohydrology of the site, and
geochemical modeling of inorganic chemical data from the wells. With a team of other
engineers and scientists, Dr. Harris prepared a feasibility study that compared and evaluated
alternative measures to remediate the pits.

Prior to establishing his own firm in 1990, Dr. Harris managed the Earth Sciences and
Engineering Department for CH2M Hill in Reston, Virginia. Dr. Harris was also

H.J.H. Harris Resume, Page 3
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HENRY J.H. HARRIS
Senior Scientist

CH2M Hill's coordinator of geohydrologic studies for the portheastern and mid-Atlantic
states. In this capacity, he was responsible for the technical quality of CHZM Hill's
geohydrologic work, and for the hiring and review of technical staff. Between 1973 and

1982, Dr. Harris was employed in the Hydrogeology Section of the Illinois State Geological
Survey.

Prior to his employment with the State of Illinois, Dr. Harris worked for a small consulting
firm based in Devon, Pennsylvania, and specialized in environmental impact assessments.
He participated in several studies in southeastern Pennsylvania and in central and northern
New Jersey. He studied water supply in northern New Jersey and wrote the geologic sec-

tions of four environmentat studies involving the Cretaceous and Quaternary sediments of
the coastal plain. '

Membership in Professional Organizations

American Geophysical Union
Assaciation of Groundwater Scientists and Engineers

References

Available upon request.
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HENRY J.H. HARRIS
Senior Scientist

Publications and Presentations

Dr. Harris has written or coauthored 19 journal articles and abstracts, some of which are
cited below:

"A Gamma Ray Attenuation System for Studying. the Movement of Moisture in Model

Landfill Covers."  American Geophysical Union, Annual Meeting, Philadelphia, .
Pennsylvania. 1982.

With K. Cartwright. '"Pressure Fluctuations in an Antarctic Aquifer: The Freight-Train

Response to a Moving Rock Glacier." Antarctic Geoscience. Madison, Wisconsin;
University of Wisconsin Press. 1982.

With K. Cartwright. "Hydrogeology of the Dry Valley Region, Antarctica." Antarctic

| Research Series, Vol. 33, American Geophysical Union, Washington, D.C. 1982.

With K. Cartwright, B.L. Herzog, and T.M. Johnson. A Study of Trench Covers to

“Minimize Infiltration at Waste Disposal Sites.  Nuclear Regulatory Commission,

Washington, D.C. NUREG/CR-2478. 1981.

"Hydrogeochemical Processes in the Active Layer of Some Antarctic Soils." Proceedings of
the Third Colloquium on Planetary Water.  Planetary Geology Program, NASA,
Washington, D.C. 1980. .

With K. Cartwright and T. Torii. "Dynamic Chemical Equilibrium in a Polar Desert Pond:
A Sensitive Index of Meteorological Cycles." Science 204 (4390) and 204 (4396). 1979.

H.J.H. Harris Resume, Page 5
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

It is hereby certified that the foregoing AFFIDAVIT OF HENRY
J.H. HARRIS has been served this day by depositing copies thereof
in a depository under the exclusive care and custody of the

United States Postal Service in postage prepaid envelopes and
properly addressed as follows:

James F. Hopf, Esqg.

Law Offices of Marvin Blount Jr.
400 West First Street
P.0O. Drawer 58

Greenville, North Carolina 27835-0058

This the _/ day of y,ﬁ”4¢

, 1994.
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PRI 199
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF NORTH CARCGAMAW panic
NEW BERN DIVISION us, D’STRICTL' CLERK
-N

CIVIL ACTION NO. 91-55-CIV-4-H
TLED IN ALL PENDING DUPONT LITIGATION

FILED IN ALL PENDING DUPONZT LZIZ11GAZZLDE

EDWARD B. GRANT and wife,
JANICE C. GRANT,

Plaintiffs,

AFFIDAVIT OF
JAY VANDEVEN

V.

E.I. DU PONT DE NEMOURS AND
COMPANY, INCORPORATED,

VVVVVVVVVVV

Defendant.

Jay Vandeven, being duly sworn, deposes and says as follows:

1. I am a senior environmental engineer and project
manager at the consulting firm of CH2M HILL in Reston, Virginia,
where I have been employed since 1986. Before joining CH2M HILL,
I received a bachelor's degree in civil engineering from Clemson
University in 1982, and a master's degree in envifonmental
engineering from Clemson University in 1985. A more complete
statement of my professional qualifications is set forth in my
curriculum vitae, which is attached hereto as Exhibit 1.

2. I have been retained by the law firm of Moore and Van
Allen to provide a review of my involvement at the Kentec
facility (the "Facility") and to offef my opinions regarding the
source of contamination at the Facility and the effectiveness of

the groundwater remediation systemn.



3. CH2M HILL is a multi-disciplinary consulting firm which
provides a wide range of technical services, principally for
industrial, municipal, and federal clients. CH2M HILL's
principal areas of professional service include the investigation
and remediation of environmental confamination, the study and
design of water and wastewater treatment systems, environmental
management, and regulatory compliance. To provide these
services, CH2M HILL retains, among other specialists, individuals
with technical expertise in environmental engineering, geology,
hydrogeology, waste treatment, and toxicology.

4. CH2M HILL provides consulting services in the areas of
investigation and remediation of environmental contamination at
both operating industrial facilities and abandoned sites. At
such facilities and sites, CH2M HILL routinely provides technical
support and advice on the nature and extent of environmental
contamination, human health and environmental risks posed by the
site, establishment of cleanup levels, selection of appropriate
remediation technologies, desigp of remediation systems, and
oversight of remedial construction activities.

5. As part of these facility and site evaluations, CH2M
HILL conducts risk assessments to assist clients in assessing the
potential for harm to human and ecological populations as a
result of chemical releases. These risk assessments are
performed by toxicologists, health scientists, and biologists who
analyze data related to a release, identify chemicals of concern,
identify exposure pathways to receptor populations, calculate

exposure doses for those populations, and, based upon the



toxicological profiles for the chemicals of concern, assess the
risk of present or future harm to the receptor populations.

6. As an environmental engineer and project manager, the
majority of my work focuses on the planning and execution of
projects involving the investigation and remediation of
environmental contamination of éroundwater, surface water, and
soils. I have extensive experience in the investigation and
treatment of a wide variety of chemical substances, including
chlorinated hydrocarbons, petroleum derived compounds, and other
organic compounds. Most of the projects I have been involved
with include determining the nature and extent of groundwater
contamination, developing and evaluating alternatives for
remediation, designing remediation systems, and overseeing
remediation construction activities.

7. I also have substantial professional experience in
conducting environmental audits of industrial facilities. These
audits involve determining the potential sources of environmental
releases and contamination through knowledge and evaluation of
the industrial processes at the facility.

8. I have planned, performed, and supervised the following
groundwater investigation and remediation activities:
groundwater sampling and analysis, determination of the vertical
and horizontal extent of contaminant plumes, determination of the
direction and rate of groundwater flow, estimation of the fate
and transport of contaminants in groundwater systems, comparative
evaluation of remediation alternatives, detailed design of
groundwater remediation systems, and oversight of remediation

construction activities.



9. I have supervised or assisted on groundwater
contamination and remediation projects in North Carolina since
1990. Through these projects, I have had substantial interaction
with officials of the North Carolina.Divisiop of Environmental
Management ("DEM"), which administers the State groundwater
quality program and other water quality protection programs.

10. My involvement at the Facility began in mid-1990 during
the Phase 3 Groundwater Assessment. On July 23, 1990, I
conducted a facility audit to (1) identify potential sources of
groundwater contamination from existing and past operations and
(2) identify sampling strategies and investigation methods that
could be used to confirm and quantify potential contaminant
sources. The facility audit included interviews with Kentec
personnel, review of available process data, and an exhaustive
inspection of the Facility.

11. During the facility audit, I identified several
potential sources of groundwater contamination, and concluded
that additiona; sampling should be performed regarding each such
potential source. I set forth the results of the facility audit
in a Technical Memorandum dated September 4, 1990. After further
sampling of potential sources at the Facility in September 1990,
I prepared an October 23, 1990 Technical Memorandum summarizing
the results.

12. As_a result of the facility audit and the subsequent
sampling, I recommended several corrective actions. My
recommendations, which were carried out by DuPont in late 1990
and early 1991, included (1) the removal of three underground
tanks, (2) installation of a fiberglass sleeve in the rinse water
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wet well, (3) replacement of cracked sections in the rinse water
process line, and (4) cleaning and sealing of all dike and
process area floors. I personally supervised the removal of the
underground tanks and the subsequent sampling.

13. During the spring of 1991, I initiated the development
of a Corrective Action Plan (CAP) for remediation of groundwater
at the Facility. Throughout the development of the CAP, I
accompanied DuPont representatives in visits to the DEM offices.
Through these visits, the scope and technical approach to the
remediation system at the Facility was explained and discussed.
DuPont submitted the CAP to the North Carolina -DEM July 11, 1991,
which approved it on August 20, 1991.

14. The CAP was developed to meet the requirements of the
DEM's "Outline for Evaluation of Site Characterization Data and
Remedial Action Plans for Groundwater Restoration". The specific
objectives of the corrective action, as stated in the CAP, were
to (1) prevent further migration of contaminants within the
Facility boundary, (2) remove and treat the contaminants to the
established cleanup levels, and (3) achieve a timely cleanup.

15. The chemical substances identified and addressed in the
CAP were 1,4-dioxane, 1,l1-dichloroethane (DCA), and 1,1-
dichloroethene (DCE). The target cleanup levels for these
compounds were determined by the then current North Carolina
Administratiye Code Title 15A Subchapter 2L - Classification and
Water Quality Standards Applicable to the Groundwaters of North
Carolina (dated December 1, 1989). These regulations established
a cleanup standard of 7 parts per billion (ppb) for DCE. Because
DCA did not have a Subchapter 2L standard, its target
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cleanup level was also set at 7 ppb. ' It is noted that the DEM
established, subsequent to the implementation of the groundwater
remediation system, a 2L water quality standard of 700 ppb for
DCA (revised standards published November 8, 1993). DuPont has
chosen to continue to meet the more stfingent 7 ppb target
cleanup level for DCA.

16. The regulations contain a water gquality standard for
1,4-dioxane of 7 ppb. The regulations also state that "where the
maximum allowable concentration of a substance is less than the
limit of detectibility, the substance shall not be permitted in
detectable concentrations." The limit of detectibility is
defined in the regulations as "the method detection limit
established for the U.S. EPA approved test procedure providing
the lowest method detection limit for the substance being
monitored." The only EPA approved procedure was contained in 40
CFR Part 264 and specifies EPA Method 8015 for the analysis of
1,4-dioxane. The practical guantification limit associated with
this procedure is 150 ppb. Therefore, the DEM approved a cleanup
level of 150 ppb for 1,4-dioxane.

17. Because the surficial aguifer at the Facility is thin
and the underlying silt layer is within fifteen feet of the
ground's surface, the CAP recommended an interceptor trench for
collection of groundwater. The interceptor trench consists of
perforated pjipe surrounded by permeable, granulated backfill.
The trench was designed and constructed with the pipe below the
silt layer, therefore preventing groundwater from the surficial

aquifer from flowing across the trench beneath the pipe.



18. While designing the interceptor trench, CH2M HILL also
conducted a treatability study to investigate various methods of
treating the collected groundwater. Because of the varyihg
properties of 1,4-dioxane, DCE, and DCA, we concluded that
chemical oxidation was the most viable method for treating the
groundwater.

19. The remediation system was installed at the Facility in
late 1991 and early 1992. I assisted in the design and
construction oversight of the system. The system went on-line in
August of 1992.

20. CH2M HILL has assisted in providing quarterly
monitoring reports to the North Carolina DEM since the
remediation system began operating. The reported data has
included the levels of 1,4-dioxane, DCA and DCE in all monitoring
wells and surface water samples, the levels of those compounds in
the effluent from the treatment system, and the water elevations
in all monitoring wells.

21. Since start-up of the system, over 4 million gallons of
contaminated groundwater have been removed from beneath the
Facility. The treatment system has been highly effective in
treating contaminated groundwater. Chemical substance
concentrations discharged from the treatment system have always
met the DEM-established cleanup levels.

22. } have reviewed materials prepared by'experts retained
by the Plaintiffs, with a focus on their opinions regarding the
nature and source of chemical substances at the Facility and the
operation and effectiveness of the groundwater remediation
system. I have reviewed two affidavits executed by Dr. Richard
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Spruill on June 11, 1993, and August 13, 1993, 'and the materials
attached thereto. I have also reviewed an affidavit signed by
Dr. Richard A. Ellis on June 9, 1993, along with the attachments
to that affidavit. In addition, I attended the deposition of Dr.
Ellis, and reviewed portions of the written transcripts for the
depositions of Dr. Ellis and Dr. Spruill. I have also reviewed
the affidavit of Douglas Dronfield of CH2M HILL.

23. I have reached opinions regarding several of the
assertions contained in Dr. Ellis' deposition, primarily
regarding the nature and extent of contamination and the
effectiveness of the remediation.

24. Dr. Ellis makes several broad assertions that all
chemical substances found in all groundwater samples were of
DuPont origin. He does so apparently without any detailed
information regarding the chemicals, or the industrial process,
employed at the Facility. In fact, he expressly assumes and
concludes that all chemical substances detected were used at the
Facility because they are not naturally occurring. Thoughtful
and scientifically-based conclusions regarding the nature and
source of chemical substances in the environment are not
appropriately formed through mere assumption. Rather, one must
consider and evaluate, to the fullest extent possible, the
specific chemicals and processes that have, or may have, been
employed at a facility as well as other non-facility-related
sources. Such an evaluation would generally be supplemented with
a review of discharge, release, and disposal practices at the
facility. Through such a measured and logical process, the
origin of chemical substances detected in the environment can
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often be ascertained and potentially linked with a source. I
have seen no evidence that suchvan evaluation has been performed
by the plaintiff's experts.

25. Based on the three phases of groundwater assessment and
the Facility audit, it is my opinion that indeed 1,4-dioxane,
DCE, and DCA are of DuPont origin. However, there is no evidence
that TCE, carbon disulfide, toluene, 1,4-dichlorobenzene, methyl
ethyl ketone, vinyl chloride, and xylenes (chemical substances
that Dr. Ellis specifically attributes to Kentec) are of DuPont
origin.

26. Dr. Ellis states that free-product TCE possibly exists
at the Facility. This assertion is clearly unsupported by the
data. No TCE has ever been detected in the groundwater at the
site; nor is there any evidence that TCE was used there.

27. Dr. Ellis also asserts that the remediation system is
ineffective because it is not pulling back contamination from off
the Facility. This represents a fundamental misunderstanding of
the objectives and operation of the interceptor trenches. 2as
stated in the CAP, and approved by the DEM, the purpose of the
trench is not to pull back contamination, but to prevent further
migration off site. Chemical data from wells between the
Facility and the Plaintiffs' property (10A and 11A) clearly
demonstrates that this objective is being achieved. Dr. Ellis
also states "that the trench is not effective because "groundwater
is going to go under this pipe." The pipe in the interceptor
trench was specifically designed to be located beneath the
surficial aquifer and, therefore, groundwater flow beneath the
pipe in the surficial aquifer is not physically possible.

-9 -



28. Dr. Ellis further demonstrates his lack of knowledge
concerning the treatment system through his statement that a
carbon filter is used to treat contaminated water collected in
the trench. 1In fact, the treatment system, which is discussed in
detail in the CAP, and which has been in operation for 18 months,
is one of chemical oxidation. No carbon filter has ever been
used to treat groundwater at the Facility.

29. Furthermore, Dr. Ellis believes, based on his
deposition, that treated groundwater is being discharged to a
surface stream at the site. In fact, ever since the start-up of
the treatment system in August 1992, tréated groundwater has been
transported off site for disposal. No treated groundwater }rom
the remediation system has ever been discharged to a surficial
stream at the Facility.

30. Based on the above, Dr. Ellis' deposition contains
serious errors regarding the most fundamental elements of the
groundwater remediation system. Therefore, the conclusions and
opinions he has reached on this subject are, at best, irrelevant
to the operating groundwater remediation system at the Facility.

31. Dr. Spruill's affidavit, dated August 13, 1993,
contains several opinions and quantitative estimates concerning
the costs of cleaning up contamination on the properties of Bruce
and Janice Grant, Robert Brooks, and Andy Taylor. As stated in
the affidavit of Douglas Dronfield, the only property currently
contaminated with chemical substances is that of Bruce and Janice
Grant. There is no evidence of current groundwater contamination
on the properties of Robert and Ruth Brooks, Andy and Tina
Taylor, William and Mary Corbett, Dean Grant, Margie Grant, Roy
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and Brenda Hughes, Wallace and Edna Jones, Marian Kittle and
William Clark, Donnie and Peggy Stancill, or Kenneth and Barbara
Stancill. I fully agree with the opinions of Mr. Dronfield on
this subject. Because these properties are not contaminated, no
groundwater remediation would be required by the DEM. Therefore,
no costs would be incurred associated with such remediation.

32. The concentration of chemical substances on the
property of Edward and Janice Grant has been declining, based on
samples taken by the Plaintiffs' consultants in June 1991,
December 1992, and April 1993. Furthermore, no chemical
substance is currently present on the Grant Property in
concentrations exceeding the North Carolina DEM's 2L groundwater
standards.

33. Based on the foregoing, my experience in determining
the need and scope of groundwater remediation systems, and my
experience in negotiating with'the North Carolina DEM, it is
extremely unlikely that the DEM would require active groundwater
remediation of the Grant property. Therefore, no costs would be

incurred associated with such remediation.
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JAY VANDEVEN

EXPERTISE

Mr. Vandeven is an environmental engineer at CH2M HILL. He has ten years of
management and technical experience in contaminated site assessments and remediation.
Prior to joining CH2M HILL, Mr. Vandeven was employed by ENVIRON Corporation.

Mr. Vandeven’s areas of technical competence include the assessment of the nature and
extent of chemical contamination in the environment, contaminant hydrogeology, and
environmental remediation. He has performed substantive work in these areas at over 30
sites throughout the United States and internationally. Mr. Vandeven’s clients have included
the federal EPA, Department of Defense, and private industry.

EDUCATION

Master of Science in Environmental Engineering Clemson University 1985
Bachelor of Science in Civil Engineering Clemson University 1982
AFFILIATIONS

Air and Waste Management Association

American Chemical Society
Association of Groundwater Scientists and Engineers

Water Environment Federation
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SELECTED EXPERIENCE

Program Manager - Industrial Site Remediation (Current)

Subject investigation and remediation is the largest project of its kind conducted by the
CH2M HILL Reston office. The project has included all phases of environmental
investigation, feasibility studies, remedial design, and construction. Distinguishing features
of the project include: installation and monitoring of over 100 groundwater wells within a
highly complex hydrogeological flow system; measurement and fate and transport
determinations of specialty chemicals within all environmental media; development and
implementation of an advanced groundwater model to predict contaminant migration and
extraction system performance; installation of a fifty-well groundwater extraction system.

Operations Manager - Superfund EPA Region 3 (Current)

Superfund Region 3 contract represents work at approximately 40 National Priority List
sites. Work at these sites include investigations of dissolved and DNAPL contamination,
comprehensive human health and environmental risk assessments, feasibility studies,
remedial designs, and remedial action oversight. Responsible for developing project scopes,
budget, and staffing. Provide senior review for work plans and technical work products.

Project Manager - Industrial Site Remediation (Current)

Conducted investigation and remediation of organic groundwater contamination at an
industrial facility. Developed, designed, and constructed an approximate 2000-{t interceptor
trench and advanced chemical oxidation system to ?\collect and treat contamination.

|

Project Manager - Patuxent River Naval Air Stati{on Remediation (1988-1993)

Project manager for five year investigation and remediation at a thirty-acre fuel farm at the
Patuxent River Naval Air Station in Maryland. Delineated contamination that included both
dissolved and free-phase petroleum contamination' resulting from storage tanks with a
volume of over 1 million gallons. Managed the design and provided oversight for the
construction of a three-million dollar collection and treatment system. System components
included a 2000-ft collection trench, phase separation, air stripping, carbon adsorption, and

.biological degradation of contaminated soils.

Czechoslovakia Feasibility Study (1991-1992)

Part of four person team that conducted one of the first hazardous waste site remediation
studies in Czechoslovakia. Project was funded by the Trade and Development Program and
included the development of a comprehensive feasibility study one of the preeminent
hazardous waste sites in the country. This was the first application of the U.S.-based



approach for conducting environmental investigations, risk assessments, and engineering
feasibility studies to be applied in eastern Europe. Work was conducted in Czechoslovakia
in association with a local engineering firm.

Project Manager - Various Superfund Sites Nationwide (1987-1991)

Project manager for five Superfund sites located throughout the country. Maintained
technical and financial responsibility for large sites with fees over $500,000. Sites include
Vertac (Arkansas), United Nuclear Corporation (New Mexico), Boarhead Farms
(Pennsylvania), L.A. Clarke Wood Preserving (Virginia), and North Penn (Pennsylvania).
In total, have had substantive involvement at more than twenty-five Superfund sites.

Litigation Consultant - Hardage Superfund Site (1990-1991)

Provided litigation support to the Department of Justice in the Hardage Superfund case.
Assisted in the development of the government’s remedy for the site and counseled on the
deposition and trial strategy. Provided remedy design testimony to the court.
Environmental Auditing - Various Industrial Clients (1987-1992)

Have conducted comprehensive environmental management audits at numerous industrial
facilities. Key clients include: DuPont Kinston Plant, North Carolina; Hercules Ballistic
Laboratory, West Virginia; and CIL Agribusiness, Canada. :

OTHER PROFESSIONAL ACTIVITIES

WASTECH STEERING GROUP MEMBER
Represent the Hazardous Waste Action Coalition on the steering committee of WASTECH.
WASTECH is a group created by the American Academy of Environmental Engineers to
develop peer-reviewed, state-of-the-practice documents on innovative hazardous waste

treatment technologies. Members of the steering committee include member of industry,
the heads of EPA ORD and Science Advisory Board, and national recognized academicians.

Lecturer - Executive Enterprises |

Developed and conducted lectures on innovative solutions to hazardous waste remediation.
Lectures were given as part of Executive Enterprises annual lecture series.

Professional Publications

Publication list available upon request.



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

It is hereby certified that.the foregoing AFFIDAVIT OF JAY
VANDEVEN has been served this day by depositing copies thereof in
a depository under the exclusive care and custody of the United
States Postal Service in postage prepaid envelopes and properly
addressed as follows:

James F. Hopf, Esqg.

Law Offices of Marvin Blount, Jr.

400 West First Street

P.0. Drawer 58

Greenville, North Carolina 27835-0058

This the 1st day of April, 1994.

@M/L Do
v




E. I. pu PonT bE NEMOURs & CoOMPANY

El

RH2003-K  REV, 850 .—:\—O\\\\,\avv) \0\ 9 q 5&"\‘3\\\ mo() Q)Jm‘t&

ESTABLISHED 1802
RECEIVED
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KINSTON PLANT
P.O. Box 800

0. B M.
KINSTON, NORTH CAROLINA 28502-0800 ;

PHONE (919) 522-6111

FIBERS DEPARTMENT

February 21, 1994

Mr. Willie A. Hardison

Div. of Environmental Management
Groundwater Section

P. 0. Box 1507

Washington, NC 27889

Subject: Permit No. WQ0005906
E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co. Inc.
Kentec Site, SIC Code No. 7399
Groundwater Remediation System
Lenoir County

Dear Mr. Hardison:

Pursuant to the requirements of the subject permit, here
are the data for the specified time frames. If there are any
questions, please give me a call on (919) 522-6263.

Also enclosed is a "Water-Level Elevations® chart for
October 28, 1993, which has been revised to correct a transposing
error. The change is minor and we regret it occurred. Please
use this revised page to replace the subject page in our report
submitted to you on January 3, 1994,

Sincerely,
'W" .
o< 5

J. D. Henderson, Manager
N.C. Environmental Affairs

JDH/ jk 7
Attachments

BETTER THINGS FOR BETTER LIVING
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CHMHILL

MEMORANDUM

TO: Jerry Henderson/ Du Pont

FROM: Doug Dronfield/ CH2M HILL

DATE: February 15, 1994

SUBJECT: Kentec Quarterly Groundwater Data and Monthly Railcar Data
Enclosed are the quarterly groundwater monitoring data results (November, 1993
through January, 1994), the railcar concentrations, and monthly railcar average
concentrations for the same time period (November, 1993 through January, 1994).

The submittal of this data to the state complies with Section II.2. of the June 17, 1992
Groundwater Remediation Permit.

The railcar data (effluent from the groundwater treatment plant) are well within the
limits established by in the permit (Section 1.27).



Kentec Quarterly Groundwater Data
January, 1994
All Concentrations are PPB

MW-1 Jan-94 <7 <7 < 150
MW-3 Jan-94 46 14 370
MW-4A Jan-94 <7 <7 1000
MW-4B Jan-94 <7 <7 < 150
MW-6 Jan-94 <7 <7 5700
MW-7A Jan-94 <7 <7 460
MW-7B Jan-94 <7 <7 < 150
MW-§ Jan-94 <7 <7 < 150
MW-9 Jan-94 <7 <7 < 150
MW-10A Jan-94 <7 <7 < 150
MW-10B Jan-94 <7 <7 < 150
MW-11A Jan-94 <7 <7 < 150
WM-11B Jan-94 <7 <7 < 150
MW-12 Jan-94 <7 <7 < 150
MW-14A Jan-94 <7 8.8 350
MW-14B Jan-94 <17 <7 < 150
MW-15 Jan-94 <7 8.7 < 150
MW-16 Jan-94 <7 <7 < 150
MW-18 Jan-94 <7 <7 < 150
SW-11 Jan-94 <7 <7 < 150
Sw-24 Jan-94 <7 <7 < 150
PS-2 Jan-94 <7 8.6 < 150
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Kentec Groundwater Treatment Facility
November,1993 - January,1994
Railcar

Railcar 94041 1 800 5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 2 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 4 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 8 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 10 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 12 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 15 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 17 730 <5 10 <100
Railcar 94041 19 800 <5 9 <100

Railcar 34064

Railcar 94041

Railcar 34064

Railcar 94041

Railcar 34064

Railcar 94041

Railcar 34064

Railcar 94041

Railcar 34064

Railcar 94041

Railcar 34064

Worithly Average

Railcar 94041 3 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 5 800 <5 5 <100
Railcar 94041 7 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 - 10 730 13 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 12 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 14 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 18 700 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 21 700 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 24 730 <5 5 <100
Railcar 34064 25 700 <5 <5

Railcar 94041 27 700 <5 <5

Railcar 34064

Page 2



Kentec Groundwater Data
Water-Level Elevations
January 12, 1994
(Feet Above Mean Sea Level )

MW-1 25.12
MW-3 22.79
MW-4A 25.02
MW-4B 22.68
MW=5 23.01
MW-7A 24.45
MW-7B 22.85
MW-8 25.00
MW-9 25.16
MW-10A 24.93
MW-10B 21.83
MW-11A 24.75
MW-11B 22.26
MW-12 25.30
MW-14A 22.14
MW-14B 22.63
MW-15 23.33
MW-16 24.38
MW-18 24.38

gwelv.xis




Kentec Groundwater Data
Water-Level Elevations
October 28, 1993
(Feet Above Mean Sea Level )

MW- 23.89
MW-3 24.07
MW-4A 23.69
MW-4B 21.28
MW-6 23.24
MW-7A 24.46
MW-7B 21.40
MW-8 23.60
MW-9 23.28
MW-10A 23.50
MW-10B 20.39
MW-11A 23.47
MW-11B 20.86
MW-12 25.08
MW-14A 22.31
MW-14B 21.25
MW-15 22.18
MW-16 23.36
MW-18 23.65

gwelv.xls
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E. . pu PonT DE NEMOURS & COMPANY '
INCORPORATED D- E M-
KINSTON PLANT s‘ '
P.O. Box 800 & T

KinsTON, NORTH CAROLINA 28502-0800
PHONE (919) 522-6111

FIBERS DEPARTMENT
January 3, 199%4

{

Mr, Willie A. Hardison

Div. of Environmental Management
Groundwater Section

P. 0. Box 1507

Washington, NC 27889

Subject: Permit No. WQ0005906
E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co. Inc.
Kentec Site, SIC Code No. 7399
Groundwater Remediation System
Lenoir County

Dear Mr. Hardison:

Pursuant to the requirements of the subject permit, here
are the data for the specified time frames. If there are any
questions, please give me a call on (919) 522~6263.

Sinﬁprs}y,A/

. D. Henderson, Manager
N.C. Environmental Affairs

JDH/ jkj
Attachments
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MEMORANDUM L sl erce
JAN 0 6 1994
TO: Jerry Henderson/ Du Pont b E. M.
FROM: Doug Dronfield/ CH2M HILL i e
DATE: December 22, 1993

SUBJECT: Kentec Quarterly Groundwater Data and Monthly Railcar Data

Enclosed are the quarterly groundwater monitoring data results (August through
October, 1993), the railcar concentrations, and monthly railcar average concentrations
for the same time period (August through October, 1993). The submittal of this data
to the state complies with Section I1.2. of the June 17, 1992 Groundwater
Remediation Permit.

The railcar data (effluent from the groundwater treatment plant) are well within the
limits established by in the permit (Section 1.27).

R
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Kentec Groundwater Treatment Facility
August - October, 1993

Railcar

RECEIVED
WASHINGTON OFFICE
JAN 0 6 {594

D. E W

Railcar 94041 2 730 <5 5 <100
Railcar 34064 5 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 9 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 12 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 16 730 <5 <5 - <100
Railcar 34064 19 730 <5 ‘<5 <100
Railcar 94041 23 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 25 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 30 700 <5 5 <100
[onthly Averap
September

Railcar 34064 2 700 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 7 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 10 800 13 7 <100
Railcar 94041 13 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 15 . 700 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 20 730 17 <5

<100

October
Railcar 34064 1 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 4 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 8 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 11 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 13 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 15 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 18 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 21 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 25 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 26 800 6 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 29 730 <5 <5 <100

Page 2
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Kentec Quarterly Groundwater Data
October, 1993
All Concentrations are PPB

Page 1



Kentec Groundwater Data
Water-Level Elevations

October 28, 1993

(Feet Above Mean Sea Level )

MW-1 23.88
MW-3 24.07
MW-4A 23.69
MW-4B 21.28
MW-6 23.24
MW-7A 24.46
MW-7B 21.40
MW-8 23.60
MW-9 23.45
MW-10A 23.50
MW-10B 20.39
MW-11A 23.47
MW-11B 20.86
MW-12 25.08
MW-14A 22.31
MW-14B 21.25
MW-15 22.18
MW-16 23.36
MW-18 23.21
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Raleigh, Narth Carolina 27601

Phone: (919) 834-8398 o
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October 14, 1993

Mr. Guy C. Pearce
North Carolina Department of
Environment, Health and Natural Resources
1424 Carolina Avenue
Post Office Box 2188
Washington, North Carolina 27889

RE: E. I. du Pont de Nemours - Kentec Site
Lenoir County
Incident No. 6334

Dear Mr. Pearce:

I write regarding DuPont's commitments and responsibilities
concerning the Kentec Groundwater situation.

BACKGROUND

By letter dated March 24, 1993, the Groundwater Section of the
Division of Environmental Management asked DuPont to proceed with
certain offsite assessment activities specified in the Division's
letter to me of May 8, 1991. DuPont had advised the Division in
May of 1991 that we were unable to conduct offsite testing at
that time because the owners of neighboring properties had
retained counsel and denied us access to the properties.

In February 1993, a federal judge ordered the neighbors who are
suing DuPont to conclude their groundwater testing of their own
properties by May 31, 1993, and to provide DuPont with all
testing data by June 15, 1993. This same federal order also
directed Du Pont to conduct any groundwater testing it desired to
conduct of the neighbors' properties between July 1, 1993 and
September 30, 1993, and to file an expert's affidavit by October
15, 1993 indicating the extent, if any, of contamination.

Last spring, for reasons of efficiency, economy, and convenience,
DuPont suggested to you that its offsite testing program pursuant
to the Groundwater Section's directive take place simultaneously
with DuPont's obligations under the federal court's schedule.
DuPont was to report its results to the Groundwater Section by
October 15, 1993. On August 13, 1993, however, the federal court
postponed indefinitely the time for DuPont to conduct offsite

Better Things for Better Living
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Mr. Guy C. Pearce
October 14, 1993
Page 2

testing and submit an expert's affidavit. Consequently, DuPont
has done neither.

Nonetheless, certain facts have been developed by CH2M HILL,
DuPont's technical consultant for the Kentec groundwater
remediation. 1In light of DuPont's commitment to timely inform
the Groundwater Section of all pertinent facts, we are making
such information available to you at this tlme.

CH2M HILL has both evaluated its own sampling and water flow
data, and has examined certain data submitted by the Plaintiff-
neighbors pursuant to their obligations in the federal lawsuit.
While DuPont is unaware of all of the details concerning how the
Plaintiffs' data was collected and analyzed, CH2M HILL has
assumed for these purposes only that the sampling data collected
by the Plaintiffs is accurate and reliable.

ONSITE GROUNDWATER RESULTS

As you know, DuPont has been operating a collection trench and
oxidation treatment system at Kentec continuously for the past
fourteen months. During this time, DuPont has withdrawn and
treated over three million gallons of groundwater. The apparent
effectiveness of this collection trench for contalnlng to the
Kentec property any migration of contamination is demonstrated
both by the analytical data collected during onsite quarterly
groundwater monitoring and by the analytical data collected
offsite by the Plaintiffs.

Table 1 gives the analytical results for the two DuPont
monitoring wells, MW-10A and MW-11A, that are located on Kentec
property, but downgradient of the ccllection trench to the
southeast (see Figure 1). These data include one round of
sampllng in December, 1991 and one round of sampling immediately
prior to startup (July, 1992). The next four events are the
quarterly monitoring of the groundwater during operation of the
trench. Table 1 shows that the concentrations have decreased to
below detectable limits for the three target compounds, 1,1-
dichloroethene (DCE), 1,1- dichloroethane(DCA), and 1,4-dioxane.
These data indicate that contamination is no longer migrating
within the surficial aquifer to the area of these wells.

! Tables 1 and 2 and Figure 1, prepared by CH2M HILL, are

attached hereto as Exhibit A.



Mr. Guy C. Pearce
October 14, 1993
Page 3

OFFSITE GROUNDWATER RESULTS

The Plaintiffs have used two consultants to collect data on some
of their properties. Dr. Richard Ellis of Advanced Waste
Management Systems, Inc. in Hixson, Tennessee installed and
sampled three shallow monitoring wells outside of the Kentec
property in June, 1991. These wells are shown as MW-A, MW-F, and
MW-G on Figure 1. Groundwater Management Associates (GMA) from
Cary, North Carolina installed four additional monitoring wells
(MWs C, D, E, and I) in 1992 and 1993. Three of the monitoring
wells are shallow (-15 feet) and the fourth, MW-I, is installed
into the Peedee aquifer (34 feet deep).? GMA collected and
analyzed groundwater samples in 1992 and 1993 from these seven
monitoring wells, from one offsite well installed by CH2M HILL
prior to the lawsuit (MW-H) and from two temporary borings (TB-1
and TB-2).3

In the Kentec Groundwater Assessment Report (April, 1991), CH2M
HILL showed that surficial aquifer groundwater flow to the north
and west from Kentec would discharge into the drainageway
bordering the west boundary of the Kentec property. Groundwater
in the surficial aquifer would not migrate from Kentec beyond the
drainageway, thereby delineating the limits of the groundwater
contamination in those directions.

With regard to the south and east, the most recent groundwater
data from GMA indicate that no DCA, DCE or 1,4-dioxane were
observed above the detection limits in monitoring wells furthest
from the Kentec property (MWs H, F, D, and G). In addition, no
groundwater contamination was detected in the offsite Peedee
aquifer monitoring well, MW-I.

At three of the locations, MW A, MW F, and MW G, sampling rounds
have been performed by the Plaintiffs' consultants (see Table 2
and Figure 1). At each of these locations, the first round of
sampling (June, 1991) took place prior to the installation of the
collection trench. The subsequent rounds of sampling were
performed after the collection system was operational. The data
for these wells show that the groundwater contamination has
substantially decreased during the operation of the trench
system.

2 All groundwater sample locations are given in Figure 1,

and a summary of the groundwater data collected from these
locations by the Plaintiffs is set forth in Table 2. (See
Exhibit A, attached hereto.)

3 A collection of the tables and figures from GMA is
attached hereto as Exhibit B.



Mr. Guy C. Pearce
October 14, 1993
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CONCLUSION

The onsite and offsite analytical results indicate that the
groundwater plume does not extend as far to the southeast as MWs
H, F, D, and G. Therefore, no additional surficial aquifer
groundwater monitoring downgradient of those existing offsite
wells is necessary to assess the extent of that plume.

If I can be of any further assistance, please do not hesitate to
call on me.

Sincerely,

/ﬁgz;y D. Henderson, Manager
NC Environmental Affairs



FIGURE 1

e B — T — T — N — O~ s i ™

LOCATIONS OF TEMPORARY AND PERMANENT

RECEIVED

WASHINGTON OFFICE

—
2001 pooy Livpuoveg DN

TR R property line MW-A monitoring well
S el o ditch/creek ® installed by GMA
________ fence TB—1 temporary boring N ORTH
A TN s doe & installed by GMA
.......... swamp, frequently
’’’’’’’’’’’ jnundated with water SCALE
e railroad ok

monitoring well owned
L. by Kentec, Inc. 0 125 250 50(?

] t
N S i PU-1 abandoned production well
ndustrial facility owned by Kentec, Inc. .
N ® e 1 inch = 250 feet
R¥-1
E] = ® recovery well owned by Kentec, Inc.
residence

= EXHIBIT

£



Table 1
Kentec Quarterly Groundwater Data
Monitoring Wells 10A and 11A
Sampled by DuPont
{All concentrations in ppb)

_ Jul-92 <10 120 580
MW-10A | Nov-82 <7 8.9 <150
- Feb-93 <7 <7 <150
Apr-93 <7 <7 <150
Jul-93 <7 <7 <150

Dec-91 41 240 222

Jul-82 11 71 150
MW-11A | Nov-92 9.1 64 <150
Febh-93 <7 15 <150
Apr-83 <7 <7 <150
Jul-93 <7 <7 <150




Table 2

Analytical Results of Groundwater Samples for Offsite Monitoring Wells
Sampled by Plaintiffs

{All Concentrations in ppb)

i 4:] 2
MW-A 68/13/9 53 26
12/15/92 <5 9.8 <5 6 <50
MW-C 12/15/92 <5 <5 <5 <5 <50
MW-D 12/15/92 <B <5 <5 <5 <50
MW-E 12/15/92 <5 <5 <b <5 <50
MW.F 6/13/91 <3 <2 4 <4 6J
: 12/15/92 <5 <5 <5 <5 <50
MW-G 6/16/91 22 270 23 <4 35J
12/15/92 <5 7.7 <5 <5 <50
4/16/93 28.9 3.3J 2.3 4 <5 <50
MW-H 4/16/93 <5 <5 <5 <5 <50
MW-I 3/3/93 - <B <5 <b <5 <50
TB-1 4/16/93 <5 <5 <5 <5 <50
T8-2 3/22/93 <5 <5 <5 <5 <50

Notes:

J = Estimated Value below Instrument Detection Limit
MW = Monitoring Well

TB = Test Boring

DCA = 1,1-Dichloroethane

DCE =-1,1-Dichloroethene

TCA = 1,1,1-Trichloroethane

Nty




Table 1. Depths and Screened Intervals of Permanent and Temporary Monitoring

Wells
Monitoring | Depth of Well | Screened Interval (in feet

Well (in feet) below land surface)

MW-A 12

MW-B

MW-C 13 7 to 13

MW-D 5.8 1.3t05.8

MW-E 8 2t0 8

MW-F 125

MW-G 13.5

MW-H 8

MW-I 34 24 to 34
TB-1 10 0to 10
TB-2 5 -

Poi<ii
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Table 2. Water Level Measurements

Monitoring | Top of | Depth | Elev. | Depth | Elev. | Depth | Elev.
Well Casing

October 23, 1992 { March 3, 1993 April 16, 1993
MW-A 33.84 3.21 30.63 2.44 31.40 1.46 32.38
MW-B 31.68 4.06 27.62 3.47 28.21 3.26 28.42
MW-C 31.99 7.04 24.95 4.32 27.67 3.92 28.07
MW-D 32.20 1.81 30.39 1.16 31.04 0.19 32.01
MW-E 35.51 4.77 30.74 3.88 31.63 3.63 31.88
MW-F 36.05 6.11 29.94 5.44 30.61 5.05 31.00
MW-G 35.89 5.33 30.56 4.22 31.67 3.86 32.03
MW-H 27.08 3.49 23.59 3.06 24.02 2.25 24.83

Depth = Depth to water from top of casing, in feet
Elev. = Elevation of water in well, in feet
Elevations are relative to an assumed benchmark.
MW = monitoring well

poici<
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Table 3. Analytical Results of Groundwater and Surface Water Samples

Monitoring Sample Chloro- | 1,1-DCA | 1,1-DCE | 1,1,1-TCA
Well Date ethanel
NCAC 2L Standards for NR (700)* 7.0 (200)*
Groundwater in ug/l
(micrograms per liter) or parts
per billion (ppb)
MW-A 12/15/92 <5 g R B <5 ErEE0
MW-C 12/15/92 <5 <5 <5 <5
MW-D 12/15/92 <5 <5 <5 <5
MW-E 12/15/92 <5 <5 <5 <5
MW-F 12/15/92 <5 <5 <5 <S5
MW-G 4/16/93 | 28.9 3.3] 2.31 <5
12/15/92 <5 e <5 <5
MW-H 4/16/93 <5 <S5 <5 <S5
MW-I 3/3/93 <5 <5 <5 <5
Sw 3/3/93 e | 19.3 <5 i QY
SW-3 3/22/93 <5 <5 <5 <5
Sw-4 3/22/93 <5 <5 <5 <5
SW-5 3/22/93 <5 <5 <5 <5
TB-1 4/16/93 <5 <5 <5 <5
TB-2 3/22/93 <5 <5 <5 <5

NR - non-regulated compound listed by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
J = estimated value (detection limit is 5.0 parts per billion)

Areas that are shaded indicate concentrations that exceed the North Carolina
Administrative Code (NCAC) 2L water quality standards. A violation of the NCAC 2L

standards for groundwaters of the state may result from "Substances which are not
naturally occurring and for which no standard is specified shall not be permitted in
detectable concentrations in Class GA or Class GSA groundwaters.” (NCAC 2L

Standards, Section .0202).

* - indicates proposed NCAC 2L standards

MW = monitoring well
SW = surface water
TB = test boring

DCA = Dichloroethane
DCE = Dichloroethylene
TCA = Trichloroethane

P0i2is



Table 4. Analytical Results of the Sediment Sample

Sample Date EPA Method Depth of Collected
number 624 sample by
Ss-1 3/22/93 | Toluene -1270 2 GMA
ppb

depths are in feet
GMA = Groundwater Management Associates, Inc.

EPA Method 8240. The detection limit for the other compounds listed under this
method was 100 ug/kg or parts per billion.

i Po121i4



i ki vl

Iu‘ i u

GRIFTON QUADRANGLE
NORTH CAROLINA
7.5 MINUTE SERIES (TOPOGRAPHIC)

. SWiA AYDEN 15' QUADRANGLE

LEGEND
%*
N.C. s 7 MN
r1GN
QUADRANGLE LOCATION
1337':415 125
——— e e 25 MILS
SCALE 1:24 000
1 5 n KILOMETERS 1 2
i 1o 5 o METERS 1000 2000 . UTM GRID AND 1983 MAGNETIC NORTH |
— MUE DECLINATION AT CENTER OF SHEET
ILES
1000 0 1002 2000 3000 4000 5000 5000 7000 8000 000 10 000
FEET
W ‘ ﬂ
|_GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATES. INC. | Figure e .z



A

3081 peoy Livpweveg D)

oooooooo

......

o w e o - -

property line
——— e, ditch/creek

________ o NORTH
e swamp, frequently inundated with water

oooooo

—_t railroad

I T ) ——
\\\\\' industrial facility
EI residence

st IR IR R R R N PR R D R
_ .

el B .

GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATES, INC. | Fiqurey2



L]

LOCATIONS OF TEMPORARY AND PERMANENT

.

.‘—"'/
-3

. -
19192

g

\Ed -y
%

- ¥ . MW;B

PO o, o> e
- o - =
- e I T
e LT T T LT .
........
- A PR
Y
-
PRV I
A
« " efte
- 7 .
o WlTa
o Tiel .
o« el
- -
- -l
o forT e
IR Lt TB
- . ~ -
g
SSa
.....
- ¢ de e .
v el,e - -

3085 peey Siwpusveg Oy

MW-10A
—2 o ..—"HW:—E_.._.._'.%.Lﬂ.-‘-".-‘.ﬁ-—.ﬁu—-“—-“Lu—‘
re——
. ® !PooﬂB—li

— ————,
—

. — . .

-——

-
-~

-~

property line

MW-A monitoring well

- — - -

-

.....
-----

oooooo
.....

ditch/creek

fence

swamp, frequently

®

jnundated with water

railroad

industrial facility

residence

installed by GMA

temporary boring
installed by GMA

meonitoring well owned
by Kentec, Inc.

abandoned production well
owned by Kentec, Inc.

MAP DIGITIZED FROM A MAP DRAWN BY CH2M HIL

SCALE
0 125 250 500
1 !-——1L !

1 inch = 250 feet

recovery well owned by Kentec, Inc.

GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATES, INC.

| Figure 3

pPoiz2is




~ R - e e

M- N e e e e e

-/

Ve
~

EQUIPOTENTIAL

\ g
|
H t
\* §
\?
\3

'\%
e -3 I oo _
IEIELPRe Mo -2 N7, = do=1 N ~N -
R e[ 'I///,y// =3 Nommim e N
D Y R e S VISR MDY 44 4 - :
e e A N 2 = L S
DT G Y S J 1
gk A81 e |
:E:]EI;E:_ “ -1y // A¥-104 uvey i
:::i‘l::'- i = mm'—"—"'_‘:;l’-ﬂ".:.a—_u.m g ey S —-.A.-.--_u.a-—-...-.—-g-.-u--—‘
IS NI o Mw- A b
S L. S B roen
::::‘::':::::: P _Gfant Property —-l_'
IR SR~ %‘r 4
:::“.':j;f':'fﬁ':‘;" — & é‘ EI 30.56' [:l//
:-‘/.:-:-:-* LT 8 M¥W-D / o
s B =329.94° &
- /-7 MWHH ’-,Q — e 50E0™\ //
-y I-7 zase O { - o
1 o ! Dt
s N L
:'.'\': l !
e L
ot ! =~ T~
\ lJ !
!/ 1 )
* ! o /
&0, / E / 1
kN ! ] [ ==
Arrows indicate direction of groundwater flow (deshed ""' ! / 1
where estimated) Contour Interval = 1.0 foot ,‘Q, ’.___ I
Equipotential lines are dashed where estimated. o=

MAP, OCTOBER 23, 1992

property line

e ———— ditch/creek
“““““““ fence
IEDE DR RE RN swamyp, frequently
TeleTeTeleTe inundated with water
= Tailroad

NN
[2]

industrial facility

residence

MW-A monitoring well

&

30.00 water level measurements

TB—1 temporary boring

2

NY-p
&

rY-1

vy
L 4

installed by GMA

installed by GMA SCALE
0 125 250 500
monitoring well owned 1 P — ;

by Kentec, Inc.

abandoned production well
owned by Kentec, Inc.

1 inch = 250 feet

recovery well owned by Kentee, Inc.

GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT

Figure 4

ASSOCIATES, INC. I

-

roeizis



a
\ )
- i
| g
. H
\m -
L3 -
1% 2
-4
\5 CIRY
®
\8 w4 f
-
-
\3
¥ O
AL , MW-B
:Z\:I' ,’ 28.42'
o P Rt SN L g/ 7
s / 7
et -'\:é RS S
AR T DE DT gl A
R et
e/ LIRS r7 b
IR ARV
O Kb N
VN
:.:j:f-:. “ l/ AN P
e T . [ AV AN | . A L . + e o3 o e . . -2 .
o:o.jo{:::- l I / / \/' mm PR ‘—'F.:_'.-sz_ TR L VETS A TER L Rl L, LY ¢ ——
Tel ::-:.‘: 1 ! / 7: /I MW—=A / 4 \ 'd !POOLTB—]-
e ro‘:‘:‘ A ! ! we-df | 3238 31.88 // ! : !
PR LIPS ! : Grent Propect =471
P S 4 ' ' I l ‘ P ¥ —
tltgr it i@t L L[N p My ﬁ—?)?a
S PSS e \[RT 7o\ —Ta
DRt o s W VR T - &J /
2y PSSt b MWXF /.’ o
gl 8 q1.00
/- uwie (K :
i e B
T
.:‘ bt 4 \ T~.
- "=~ -~ T~
" ! /
1 )
!
)
N [ ==
Arrows indicate direction of groundwater flow (dashed "' !
where estimated) Contour Interval = 1.0 foot l% —— ;
Equipotential lines are dashed where approximated. =
— a4 ¢ — o property line MW~-A tmonitoring well MAP DIGITIZED FROM A MAP DRAWN BY CH2M HIL
&  installed by GMA
— e e——e- ditch/creek 30.00
. water level measurements . NORTH
-------- fence
e e TeleleT swamp, frequently
et e e inundated with water TB—1 temporary boring SCALE
Pttt ) installed by GMA
——r——t— Tailroad 0 125 250 500
uv-e monitoring well owned L _— i

N & by Kentec, Inc.
\\\‘\\\ Industrial facility r(:j: abandoned production well 1 inch = 250 feet

owned by Kentec, Inc.
E residence xv-1

L J recovery well owned by Kentec, Inc.

GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATES, INC. | Fiqure 5

P0O12<0




_Y\(\L\»c.. Aof-& NO"\‘ O\%W ‘Eo

bee oo e I 1edluane,
(drowdowhv [T U V;t;‘\"’\‘»]
& Ho 6L wlhihom~ Trneck.



- N

v

v

A

- LOCATIONS OF SURFACE WATER SAMPLES

AND THE

____—..—/
a

3081 peex Srspuvoes l__’gd]
=]

u-:"“
O
[l

./‘
q we

P I
o —
:)./I‘t“:)“"

- a
. [ I B
)

- - .
- el TS =TT
f T e T e T e T e e .
o/ ooooooo
- S e e -
Y SR
- ..I -
o el fe
. e
. -!,.
(R PR
- -l ’e
o cof -
-
L AN . -—-—..—..——-..—-..——-..—.._.—_._L_._;._-_q-_._._-p-_-_;q-\_;_q-u—-up-,._.__‘
- - ‘e .
. .-‘ -’ ;' L
e ey e T POO
D & P . Grant Property ' |
- l - - - . —!
A - - - - .
......
e e e T et s . ——
-.-t/‘.....-. @ . — ~
e el e . .
- . - - - -
— s . l
‘-_.. :'F.c—-—- — - e s o o
e -
.-‘ -. D
- -
5 =52
e -
=
-
o) »
.‘ -
- -
S O B
-
-
-
-
-
. —_— —— L des T

- . T — — \ . \
\ ! SW-5 SS-1
I, G
1=
! pond
T property line MAP DIGITIZED FROM A MAP DRAWN BY CH2M HIL
— o —— ditch/creek Sw-2 surface water sample , )
The sediment sample (S5—1) was
———————— fence collected from the same location as SW-5. NORTH /
. : - : - : - : - swamp, frequently inundated with water
'''''''''' SCALE
rajiroad
0 125 250 500
t = —

NN industrial facility 1 inch = 250 feet
E residence

GROUNDWATER MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATES, INC. | Fiqure 6

pPGi221



R-12003-K REV, 8-90

. X
1963 Sompling, CUES RECEIVE..
S U\\\s % YASHINGTON OFFICE

aU PONT 08T 12 1693

REG us par am OFF

ESTABLISHED 1802

' ' D. E. M
E. I. pu PonT DE NEMOURS & COMPANY

INCORPORATED
KINSTON PLANT
P.O. Box 800
KinsTON, NORTH CAROLINA 28502-0800
PHONE (919) 522-6111

FIBERS DEPARTMENT

October 7, 1993

Mr. Willie A. Hardison
Div. of Environmental Management
Groundwater Section
P. 0. Box 1507
»  Washington, NC 27889

Subject: Permit No. WQ0005906
E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co. Inc.
Kentec Site, SIC Code No. 7399
Groundwater Remediation System
Lenoir County

Dear Mr. Hardison:

Pursuant to the requirements of the subject permit, here
are the data for the specified time frames. If there are any
questions, please give me a call on (919) 522-6263.

Sincerely

J. D. Henderson, Manager
N.C. Environmental Affairs

JDH/ jk3j
Attachments

BETTER THINGS FOR BETTER LIVING




CHMHILL
MEMORANDUM

TO: Jerry Henderson/ Du Pont
FROM: Doug Dronfield/ CH2M HILL
DATE: September 15, 1993

SUBJECT: Kentec Quarterly Groundwater Data and Monthly Railcar Data

Enclosed are the quarterly groundwater monitoring data results (May through July,
1993), the railcar concentrations, and monthly railcar average concentrations for the
same time period (May through July, 1993). The submittal of this data to the.state
complies with Section IL2. of the June 17, 1992 Groundwater Remediation Permit.

The railcar data (effluent from the groundwater treatment plant) are well within the
limits established by in the permit (Section 1.27).



Kentec Quarterly Groundwater Data
July , 1993
All Concentrations are PPB

RECE
WASHINGTON OFFICE

MwW-1 Jul-93 <7 <7 390
MW-3 Jul-93 42 17 770
MW-4A Jul-93 <7 25 2000
MW-4B Jul-93 <7 <7 < 150
MW-6 Jul-93 <7 <7 8900
MW-T7A Jul-93 29 <7 3800
MW-7B Jul-93 <7 <7 < 150
MW-8 Jul-93 <7 50 310
MW-9 Jul-93 <7 <7 < 150
MW-10A Jul-93 <7 <7 < 150
MW-10B Jul-93 <7 <7 < 150
MW-11A Jul-93 <7 <7 < 150
MW-11B Jul-93 <7 <7 < 150
MW-12 Jul-93 <7 <17 < 150
MW-14A Jul-93 <7 <7 1000
MW-14B Jul-93 <7 <7 < 150
MW-15 Jul-93 <17 62 300
MW-16 Jul-93 <7 <17 < 150
MW-18 Jul-93 <7 <7 < 150
SwW-11 Jul-93 <7 <17 < 150
SwW-24 Jul-93 <7 <7 < 150
PS-2 Jul-93 150 1200 250

Page 1
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Kentec Groundwater Treatment Facility

May - July, 1993

Railcar

EIVEL
WASHINGTON OFFICE

0CT 12 1993

D.E M.

Railcar 94041 3 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 7 - <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 11 800 6 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 14 730 <5 8 <100
Railcar 94041 18 800 <5 8 <100
Railcar 34064 24 730 <5 6 <100

26 800 <5 <100

Raxlcar 94041

Railcar 34064 1 730 <5 5 <100
Railcar 94041 2 730 <5 5 132
Railcar 34064 4 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 7 730 <5 9 <100
Railcar 34064 10 730 <5 5 <100
Railcar 94041 14 730 5 14 <100
Railcar 34064 16 730 <5 8 <100
Railcar 94041 21 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 23 800 14 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 25 730 <5 5 <100
Railcar 34064 28 800 <5 <5 <100
Monthly Avéras

Railcar 34064 6 700 5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 8 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 12 700 6 6 <100
Railcar 94041 14 700 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 19 700 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 22 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 26 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 28 730 <5 <5 <100

Railcar 34064

700

Page 2




Kentec Groundwater Data
Water-Level Elevations
July 12, 1993

(feet above mean sea level)

Elevation of
Monitoring Potentiometric
Well : Surface -
MWI1 24.45
MW3 24.86
MW4A 24.70
MW4B 21.68
MW6 . 23.61
MW7A 2421
MW7B 21.80
MWS - 24.26
MW9 24.20
MWI10A 24.47
MW10B 20.58
MWI11A *
MW11B 21.21
MW12 24.01
MWI14A *
MW14B 21.58
MW15 21.26
MW16 23.68
MW18 *

* The water level in these wells was below the top of the pump



State of North Carolina
Department of Environment,
Health and Natural Resources

James B. Hunt, Jr., Governor
Jonathan B. Howes, Secretary
Steven J. Levitas, Deputy Secretfary

DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT

GROUNDWATER SECTION

TO0: Groundwater Regional Supervisor

Under the Freedom of Information Act, I hereby request acecess to
the Groundwater file(s) (# C;’:KHQ;‘% :;4%7 2)
I.make this request on behalf of and as an agent for

Kerprec

I understand, that if I remove, alter, deface, mutilate or

destroy any record related to the above file(s), I shall be
guilty of a misdemeanor and upon conviction fined up to $500.00

(G.S. 132-3 Destruction of Records regulated).

Thank you for your cooperation.

e r——

| »
ignecs Dne DA (Bl

(Address)
Lo Masoo (Gde o De
@»Ce\‘arvﬁp— NG !

Phone:- 46 - (5 Sl

* .PO. Box 2i88, Washington, North Carolina 27889-2188 Telephone 9199466481 FAX: 919.975-3716 /'919-946-6639

An Equal Opportunity Affirmative Action Employer
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EXTERNAL AFFAIRS D. B .
150 Fayetteville Street Mall, Suite 2210

Raleigh, North Carolina 27601

Phone: (919) 834-8398

Fax: (919) 828-2707

June 29, 1993

Mr. Guy C. Pearce
North Carolina Department of
Environment, Health and Natural Resources
1424 Carolina Avenue
Post Office Box 2188
Washington, North Carolina 27889

RE: E. I. du Pont de Nemours - Kentec Site
Lenoir County
Incident No. 6334

Dear Guy:

In confirmation of our conversation today, I called you to
discuss the status of any offsite definition of the groundwater
contamination plume at the above-referenced location. As
envisioned in my letter to you of March 31, 1993, some of the
neighbors of the Kentec facility, who are suing Du Pont, have now
provided us with certain property testing data. Our consultants
are currently evaluating that information.

Unfortunately, the data furnished by the plaintiffs is
incomplete. For example, there are no logbooks, well
installation documents, laboratory supporting data, etc. We have
asked the plaintiffs' counsel to provide such materials.

Until our consultants are in a p051tlon to review the requested
data, we will be unable to determine the necessity and extent of
offsite testing. Moreover, we may be barred by a federal
confidentiality order from providing you with the information
supplied to us by the plaintiffs.

I will be back in touch with you once we have become able to

evaluate sufficient data to formulate an offsite testing plan.
Should you need any further information in the meantime, please

do not hesitate to give me a call.
Sincerely, _, //,///:;7

Jerry D. Henderson

Better Things for Better Living EA-120
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E. I. pu PonT DE NEMOURs & CoMPANY

INCORPORATED B. B W
KINSTON PLANT ﬁ‘
P.O. Box 800 g
KiNsTON, NORTH CAROLINA 28502-0800

PHONE (919) 522-6111

June 23, 1993
FIBERS DEPARTMENT

Mr. Willie A. Hardison
Div. of Environmental Mgmt.
Groundwater Section

P. O. Box 1507

Washington, NC 27889

Subject: Permit No. WQ0005906
E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co., Inc.
Kentec Site, SIC Code No. 7399
Groundwater Remediation System
Lenoir County

Dear Mr. Hardison,

Pursuant to requirements of the subject permit, enclosed
are groundwater monitoring data and railcar data for the months
of March and April, 1993. Note these data are for a two month
period rather than for a full quarter.

For a number of business reasons, we would like to move
this quarterly sampling episode one month earlier forwazxrd.
Future sampling periods will be for a full quarter. If there are

any problems with adjusting this timing, please let me know. I
can be reached on (919) 522-6263.

Sincerely,

rry D. Henderson, Manager
N.C. Environmental Affairs

JDH/ 9k 3

Enclosures

BETTER THINGS FOR BETTER LIVING



MEMORANDUM CHMHIL

TO: Jerry Henderson/ Du Pont
FROM: Doug Dronfield/ CH2M HILL

DATE: June 10, 1993
SUBJECT: Kentec Quarterly Groundwater Data and Monthly Railcar Data

Enclosed are the quarterly groundwater monitoring data results (March through
April, 1993), the railcar concentrations, and monthly railcar average concentrations
for the same time period (March through April, 1993). The submittal of this data to
the state complies with Section IL.2. of the June 17, 1992 Groundwater Remediation
Permit.

The railcar data (effluent from the groundwater treatment plant) are well within the
limits established by in the permit (Section 1.27).



Kentec Quarterly Groundwater Data
April 1993
All Concentrations are PPB

MW Apr-93 <7 <7 < 150
MW-3 Apr-93 14 <7 < 150
MW-4A Apr-93 15 11 860
MW-4B Apr-93 <17 <7 < 150
MW-6 Apr-93 <7 <7 8000
MW-7A Apr-93 57 <7 3300
MW-7B Apr-93 <7 <7 < 150
MW-8 Apr-93 <7 <7 < 150
MW-9 Apr-93 <7 <7 < 150
MW-10A Apr-93 <7 <7 < 150
MW-10B Apr-93 <7 <17 < 150
MW-11A Apr-93 <7 <17 < 150
MW-11B Apr-93 <7 <7 < 150
Mw-12 Apr-93 <7 <7 < 150
MW-14A Apr-93 <7 <7 280
MW-14B Apr-93 <7 <7 < 150
MW-15 Apr-93 8.5 12 180
MWwW-16 Apr-93 <7 <7 < 150
MW-18 Apr-93 <7 <7 < 150
Sw-11 Apr-93 <7 <7 150
Sw-24 | Apr-93 <7 <7 < 150
PS-2 Apr-93 <7 21 < 150

Page 1



Kentec Groundwater Treatment Facility
March - April, 1993

Railcar
Railcar 94041 2 720 <5 <5
Railcar 34064 ] 730 <5 <5
Railcar 94041 8 730 <5 <5
Railcar 34064 16 730 <5 <5
Railcar 94041 17 730 <5 <5
Railcar 34064 19 730 <5 <5
Railcar 94041 22 700 <5 <5
Railcar 34064 25 730 <5 <5
Railcar 94041 29 730 <5 <5
i 7 Monthly Average o[ o oo b e €8 e b e a § e i
April
Railcar 34064 1 700 12 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 7 730 <5 5 <100
Railcar 94041 8 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 12 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 13 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 16 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 19 700 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 23 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 26 730 <5 8 <100

Page 2
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E. I. pu PonT DE NEMOURS & COMPANY

INCORPORATED
KINSTON PLANT
P.O. Box 800
KINSTON, NORTH CAROLINA 28502-0800

PHONE (919) 522-6111

April 23, 1993
FIBERS DEPARTMENT

Mr. Guy C. Pearce

N.C. Department of Environment,
Health & Natural Rescurces

P. O. Box 2188

Washington, NC 27889

Dear Mr. Peaxrce,

Following up on our telephone conversation earlier this
week, here is the additional information I promised. Enclosed is
a table showing the water level elevations in the monitoring
wells sampled as a part of the Kentec Quarterly Groundwater
Sampling Plan. Also enclosed are several memos relative to the
dewatering holding lagoon constructed to contain water collected
during the installation of the groundwater interceptor trench.
This lagoon is referenced in Permit #WQ0005906 dated 12/23/91.
This holding lagoon was constructed immediately following the
issuance of the permit. Following completion of the interceptor
trench, a closure plan for the holding lagoon was submitted to
the state and approved by letter from Mr. Alton R. Hodge on
4/23/92. Copies of these documents are enclosed. The lagoon was
permanently closed during the week of 5/22/92.

I believe this addresses the remaining concerns we
discussed regarding the current status of groundwater at Kentec.
If you need any additional information, please give me a call on

(919) 522-6263.
Sincerely, - ; 7%\7/

STry D. Henderson, Manager
N.C. Environmental Affairs

JDH/ jk ]
Enclosures

BETTER THINGS FOR BETTER LIVING
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KENTEC POND CLOSURE PLAN WASHINGTON OFFicE
APR 2 9 1993

D.E M.
Water aceumulated during construction of the groundwater interceptor
trench has pereolated into the bottom soil of the temporary holding pond.
This pend is within the confines of the trench system so the percolated
water is suljact to capture and treatment when withdrawal begins in a few
weeks. Sinee the pond now contains only rainwater, captured during
seasonal rains, we would like to close the pond and restore the area to its
original agpearance. This will be accomplished by:

*

Allewing the rainwater to percolate into the soil.
Rushing the pond dikes into the empty reservoir.

Cempacting the earth to its original density and bringing the
elevation up to the original natural ground elevation prior to
the pond construction.

Grading and reseeding the area with native grasses.

A '
/\L,, iy B
Jerry D. Henderson

Groundwater Manager
Kinston Plant
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Kentec Groundwater Data
Water-Level Elevations
{7 February 1993

(feet above mean sea level)

Elevation of
Monitoring Potentiometric
Well Surface
MW1 27.17
MW3 27.12
MW4A 27.05
MW4B 24,77
MW§é 235,61
MW7A 25.83
MW7B 24.92
MW8 27.08
MW9 27.18
MWI10A - 26,9
MWI10B 23.92
MW11A 26.79
MW 11B 24.33
MWI12 25.68
MWI14A 22.46
MW14B 24.73
MW15 24.76
MWI16 25.83
. MW18 # |

* The water level in MW18 was below the top of the pump
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State of North Carolina
Department of Environment, Health and Natural Resources

Northeastern Region
1424 Carolina Avenue, Washington, North Carolina 27889-1424

James G. Martin, Covernor Lorraine G. Shinn

William W. Cobey, Jr., Secreta Regional M
illiam obey, Jr., Secretary Bpril 23, 1992 egional Manager

DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT

E.I. Dupont De Nemours & Co.
Jerry D. Henderson, Groundwater Manager
P.0. Box 800

~ Kinston, NC 28502-800

SUBJECT: Kentec Pond
Closure Plan
Lenoir County

Dear Mr. Henderson:

This letter is written in response to your communication, on the
subject plan received April 23, 1992. The proposal for closure of the
pond used in the construction of the groundwater remediation projects
is acceptable to the Washington Regional Office. Please notify the

Region prior to beginning construction so a review of the pond might be
made.

If I can be of any assistance as always my telephone number is
919/946-6481.

Sincerely,

ARL
L\%E—"

Alton R. Hodge

Environmental Engineer

sle

PO. Box 2188, Washington, North Carclina 27889-2188 Telephone 919-946-6481 FAX: 919-975-3716 / 919-946-6639

An Equal Opportunity Affirmative Action Empiover
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INCORPORATED
KINSTON PLANT April 21, 1993
P.O. Box 800

KinsTON, NORTH CAROLINA 28502-0800
PHONE (919) 522-6111

FIBERS DEPARTMENT

MR. GUY C. PEARCE

NC DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT,
HEALTH AND NATURAL RESOURCES

P. 0. BOX 2188

WASHINGTON, NC 27889

Dear Mr. Pearce:

Thank you for your call today regarding the Kentec
facility in Lenoir County. You raised several specific concerns
that I will address in this memo.

First, you mentioned you had not received the second
round of quarterly groundwater monitoring data from the Kentec
Remediation Activity. Attached is this report, dated April 7,
1993, from our consultant. I was on vacation last week or would
have mailed it sooner.

Second, you asked for water level measurements in the
monitoring wells sampled as part of this round of sampling. I
have requested this data from our consultant and will send it to
you as soon as I get it.

Third, you mentioned you could not find a copy of the
Kentec phase one report in your files. Attached is a copy of
what we have called the phase one report. It is not labeled as
"phase one", but it represents the initial investigatory work
done at Kentec.

Fourth, there was a question as to the exact location of
monitoring well #18. This well was installed as a part of the
Kentec Corrective Action Plan. In the Kentec Corrective Action
Plan, Section 5, Figure 5-1, this well is shown in the middle of
the field east of the Kentec factory building. I have included a
copy of this page from the C.A.P. for your information.

BETTER THINGS FOR BETTER LIVING



GUY C. PEARCE -2 - April 21, 1993

Finally, you requested copies of information regarding
the installation and closure of the temporary holding pond
constructed to contain water collected during the installation of
the interceptor trench at the Kentec facility. This information
will be sent to you within the next few days.

I believe this answers all the coneerns you raised. If
you have additional questions, pledse give me a call on (919)

522-6263.
Sincerely, 4¢¢’, P
erry D. Henderson, Manager
N.C. Environmental Affairs
JDH/ jkj

Attachments



_MORANDUM

TO: ~ Jerry Henderson/ Du Pont
FROM: Doug Dronfield/ CH2M HILL

DATE:  April 7, 1993

5
SUBJECT: Kentec Quarterly Groundwater Data and Monthly Réaﬂcar Data.: -« womesee

Enclosed are the quarterly groundwater monitoring data results

yr 1o

CHMHILL

: RECEIVED

e——,

WASHINGTON OFFICE

APR 2 3 1993

b E M.

(December 1992

through February 1993), the railcar concentrations, and monthly railcar average -

concentrations for the same time period (December 1992 throu

gh February 1993).

The submittal of this data to the state complies with Section IL2. of the

June 17, 1992 Groundwater Remediation Permit.

The railcar data (effluent from the groundwater treatment plant) are well

within the limits established by in the permit (Section 1.27).



Kentec Quarterly Groundwater Data
February 1993
All Concentrations are PPB

MWwW-1 2/93 <17 <7 200
MW-3 2/93 15 <7 < 150
MW-4A 2/93 11 43 1100
MW-4B 2/93 <7 <7 < 150
MW-6 2/93 <7 <7 3600
MW-7A 2/93 41 <7 3700
MW-7B 2/93 <17 <7 < 150
MW-8 - 2/93 <7 <7 < 150
MW-9 2/93 <7 - <7 < 150
MW-10A 2/93 <7 <7 < 150
MW-10B 2/93 <7 <7 < 150
MW-11A 2/93 <7 15 < 150
WM-11B 2/93 <7 . <7 < 150
MWwW-12 2193 <7 <7 < 150
MW-14A 2/93 <7 <17 260
MW-14B 2/93 <7 <7 < 150
MWwW-15 2/93 <7 <7 160
MWwW-16 2/93 <7 <7 < 150
MW-18 2/93 <7 <17 < 150
SW-11 2/93 <7 8.7 < 150
Sw-24 2/93 <7 <7 < 150
PS-2 2/93 <7 15 < 150

Page 1



Kentec Groundwater Treatment Facility
December, 1992 - March, 1993

Railcar

Railcar 34063 2 700 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 4 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 10 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 14 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 18 715 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 21 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 23 700 <5 <5 <100

Railcar 34064

1000

<5

<5

Railcar 34064 1 715 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 5 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 8 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 11 700 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 14 730 5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 18 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 22 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 25 730 <5 <5 <100

. Railcar 94041 1 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 3 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 6 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 9 700 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 12 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 15 730 <5 <5 <1060
Railcar 94041 18 715 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 22 . 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 25 730 <5 <5 <100

28

Page 2
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WASHINGTON OFFICE

Law OFFICES OF MARVIN BLOUNT, JR. APR 15 1993
ATTORNEYS AT Law D
400 WesT FIRST STREET : E M
P. O. DRAWER 58
MARVIN BLOUNT, JR. GREENVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA TELEPHONE (919) 752-6000
JosePH T. EDWARDS 27835-0058 FAX (sl9) 782-217 4

JaMEs F. HorF
SHARRON R. EDWARDPS

April 14, 1993

Mr. Willie Hardison

Groundwater Supervisor

North Carolina Department of Environment,
Health and Natural Resources

1424 Carolina Avenue

P.O0. Box 2188

Washington, NC 27889

RE: Du Pont - Kentec site
Grifton, North Carolina

Dear Mr. Hardison:

Based on our recent review of your office’s file concerning
the above referenced site, we have certain concerns with Du Pont’s
failure to submit quarterly monitoring reports as part of the
Corrective Action Plan and remediation system. Please advise why
the State has elected not to require quarterly reports.

We hereby request that you follow up on this issue and require
Du Pont to submit these reports and to account, in writing, for the
lack of prior reports.

Thank you for your attention and cooperation in this matter.

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact
me.

Sincerely yours,
Marvin K. Blount, Jr.

MBJr /cc
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WASHINGTON OFFICE

APR 0 1199§
EXTERNAL AFFAIRS DE M
150 Fayetteville Street Mall, Suite 2210
Raleigh, North Carolina 27601

Phone: (919) 834-8398
Fax: (919) 828-2707

March 31, 1993

CERTIFIED MATIL
RETURN RECETPT REQUESTED

Mr. Guy C. Pearce

North Carolina Department of
Environment, Health and
Natural Resources

1424 Carolina Avenue

Post Office Box 2188
Washington, NC 27889

" Re: E.I. du Pont de Nemours - Kentec Site
Lenoir County
Incident No. 6334

Dear Mr. Pearce:

Thank you for your letter of March 24, 1993. I understand that
the Groundwater Section of the Division of Environmental
Management is now asking Du Pont to proceed with certain offsite
assessment activities specified in a letter you sent me on May 8,
1991.

As you are aware, we advised the Division in May of 1991 that we
were unable to conduct offsite testing at that time because the
owners of neighboring properties had retained counsel and denied
us access to the properties. Now that their lawyer has recently
notified you of their change in position, Du Pont will be glad to
revisit this matter.

There have been a number of developments since we last discussed
offsite assessment. The most significant has been the design,
installation, and operation of a comprehensive onsite remediation
system. Since we believe that system has significantly affected
groundwater flow patterns, our consultants must re-evaluate the
offsite assessment we were considering in 1991. They have
already begun doing so.

In addition, a federal judge has ordered the neighbors who are
suing Du Pont to conclude their groundwater testing of their own
properties by May 31, 1993, and to provide Du Pont with all
testing data by June 15, 1993. (Du Pont's Lawyer, Jonathan D.
Sasser, sent you a copy of this Case Management Order ("CMO") on
March 8, 1993.) (See CMO ¢ 3) It would make sense for our

Better Things for Better Living EA-120



Mr. Guy C. Pearce
March 31, 1993
Page 2

consultants to evaluate this data before determining whether the
offsite assessment we were considering in 1991 should be revised.

Incidentally, this same federal order also requires Du Pont to
conduct any groundwater testing of the neighbors' properties from
July 1, 1993 through September 30, 1993, and to file an expert's
affidavit by October 15, 1993 indicating the extent, if any, of
contamination. Thus, the timetable contemplated in your March
24, 1993 letter could subject some neighboring properties to
three separate sets of testing: (1) By Du Pont from now until
May 25, 1993 pursuant to your direction; (2) By the neighbors
from now until May 31, 1993 pursuant to the federal order; and
(3) By Du Pont from July 1, 1993 through September 30, 1993
pursuant to the federal order.

It would be efficient, economical, and convenient for all
concerned if Du Pont could pursue both testing programs
simultaneously. Du Pont therefore suggests that we submit an
offsite assessment proposal by June 30, 1993. Offsite testing
pursuant to such a plan would take place from July 1, 1993
through September 30, 1993, and we will advise you of the results
by October 15, 1993. This timetable corresponds identically with
Du Pont's obligations under the federal order.

As you know, none of the neighbors are using the groundwater, and
certainly none of them are currently drinking water from
neighborhood wells. You may recall that all neighbors who had
not previously been using North Lenoir Community Water were
connected to that utility in 1991 at Du Pont's expense.

We will be glad to meet with you to discuss this proposal. Thank

you for staying in touch with us. Please do not hesitate to call
on me if I can be of any further assistance.

Sincerely,
AMV

Jerry D. Henderson

Manager, North Carolina
Environmental Affairs
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- State of North Carolina
Department of Environment, Health and Natural Resources

Northeastern Region
1424 Carolina Avenue, Washington, North Carolina 27889-1424

James B. Hunt, Jr., Governor Jonathan B, Howes, Secretary

DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAIL. MANAGEMENT
GROUNDWATER SECTION

March 24, 1993

CERTIFIED MAIL
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Mr. Jerry D. Henderson

E.I. Du Pont de Nemours & Co., Inc.
Post Office Box 800

Kinston, North Carolina 28502

Re: DuPont-Kentec Facility
Lenoir County
Incident No. 6334

Dear Mr. Henderson:

As we discussed in our telephone conversation on Monday,
March 22, 1993, our office has recently received information
from Mr. Marvin Blount, an attorney representing the property
owners in proximity to the referenced site, which indicates
that DuPont-Kentec has been granted access to their
properties for the purpose of assessing the extent and degree
of ground water contamination. For your convenience, I have
attached a copy of the letter, dated February 24, 1993, from
Mr. Marvin Blount to Mr. Jonathan D. Sasser, of Moore and
Van Allen.

Based on this information, the Division is requestlng
DuPont-Kentec to move forward with offsite assessment
activities as specified in our letter to you, dated May 8,
1991 (copy attached). The results of thé assessment should
be submitted to our office for review within sixty (60) days
of receipt of this letter.

Please be advised that well construction permits will be
required for monitor wells constructed off the DuPont-Kentec

PO. Box 2188, Washington, North Carolina 27889 2185 Teicphone 919-946-6481  FAX: 919.975-3716 / 919-946-6639

An Equal Opportunity Affirmative Action Emplover
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Mr. Jerry D. Henderson
Du Pont de Nemours & Co., Inc.
March' 24, 1993

property. For your convenience, I have attached several
monitoring well construction permit applications.

If you have any questions, or wish to discuss this
matter further, please contact me at any time.

Sincerel
le Qs

G C. Pearce
Hydrogeologist T

cc: WaRO Files /



State of North Carolina
Department of Environment, Health and Natural Resources

Northeastern Region
1424 Carolina Avenue, Whashington, North Carolina 27889

James G. Martin, Governor Lorraine G. Shinn
William W. Cobey, Jr., Secretary Regional Manager

DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT

May 8 1991

Mr. Jerxyy D. Henderson

E.I. DuPont de Nemours and Company. Inc.

Post Office Box 800 '
Kinsteon. North Carolina 28501 :

Re: Groundwater Assessment
buPont-Kentec Facility
Kinston. North Carolina

Dear Mr. Henderson:

On April 19. 1991. a meeting was held in the Washington Regional
0ffice among members of vyour staff. and the Division of Environmental
Management-Groundwater Section to discuss issues relating to the above
referenced subject. Based on that meeting and the submitted report
entitled. "Kentec Groundwater Assessment" dated April 1991. the Groundwater
Section makes the following comments:

1. As stated in the report and discussed during the meeting. the
extent and degree of groundwater contamination bevond the
property boundaries of the facility to the south and east has not
been fully defined. The assessment cannot be considered complete
until the horizontal extent of the contaminant plume has been
delineated.

2. Insufficient data has been presented to determine if the deeper.
confined. Peedee aquifer has been impacted. The assessment
cannot be considered complete until the vertical extent of the
contaminant plume has been determined.

*PO. Box 1507, Washington, North Carolina 27889-1507 Telephone 919-946-6481 FAX: 919-975-3716

An Equal Opportunity Affirmative Action Employer



Mr. Jerry
Page 2
May 8 1991

D. Henderson

The Groundwater Section requests that DuPont-Kentec perform all
work mnecessary to fully define the contaminant plume. This
information should be submitted to our office within sixty (60)
days of receipt of this letter.

As we indicated to vou at the meeting, we do not object to
DuPont-Kentec moving forward with on-site vremediation. A
conceptual Remedial Action Plan should be submitted to our office
within fifteen (15) days of receipt of this letter. Please be
advised that wodifications to the proposed plan mav become
necessary as additional data concerning the horizontal and
vertical components of the contaminant plume bhecomes available.

If vou have any questions or wish to discuss this matter further.‘
please contact me at any time. I can be reached at (919) 946-6481.

GCF:ekw

Sincerely. j

. Guy C. Pearce
Hvdrogeological Technician

ce: Jim Mulligan
Willie Hardisom
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MARVIN BLOUNT, JRr,
JOsePH T EDwARDS
JAMES F. Hopr
SHARRON R, EbwARDS

MARVIN BLOUNT JR FAX NO. 7622174

Law OFFICES OF MARVIN BrounT, JR.

ATTORNEYS AT Law »
400 WEST FirsT STREET
P. O. Drawer 58
GREENVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA
) 27835-0058

March 19, 1993

Mr. Willie Hardison

State of North Carolina

Division of Environmental Management
Groundwater Section

1424 Carolina Avenue

Washington, NC 27889-1424

RE: Edward B. Grant, et al vs. Du Pont

Dear Mr. Hardison

Please find enclosed a

P. 02

TELEPHONE (919) 752-8000
FAX (919} 752 217 4

3

copy of a letter thch was sent to the

attorneys for Du Pont on February 24, 1993, I was advised today by

Guy Pearce that your office

was unaware that Du Pont has unlimited

access to our clients’ property in and around the Kentec facility
for the purpose of samplin » Mmonitoring and testing the nature and

extent of contamination fro
advised us that we should n
fact so that there would be
whether in fact access was a

Are you aware that Du Pont
property of Charles Braxton throu
the purpose of testing to

m the Kentec facility.
otify your office in writing of this
no question arising from Du Pont as to
vailable to the properties for testing.

Mr. Pearce

has had unlimited access to the
ghout the past several years for
determine the extent and nature of the

contamination to his property? This may be something you would
want to inquire about with Du Pont.

Please advise if you need an

y additional information. We are

hopeful that Du Pont will proceed immediately to sufficiently
define the area and extent of contamination.

With warmest personal regards,

MBJr/cc

Enclosure

Sincerely yours,

Miusesd sl 3

Marvin K. Blount, Jr.
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Law OFFICES OF MARVIN BLoUNT, JR.
v ATTORNEYS AT LAaw
400 WEST FIRST STREET
P. O. DRAWER %8

MarvIN BLOUNT, JR. GREENVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA TELEPHONE (919} 752-8000

JosepH T. EOWARDS 27835-0058 FAX (9t9) 762-217 @
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February 24, 1993

CERTIFIED MAIL

Jonathan D. Sasser, Esquire
Moore & Van Allen

Post Office Box 26507
Raleigh, NC 27611

RE: Edward B. Grant and wife, Janice G. Grant, et al.,
v. E. T. du Pont de Nemours and Company, Incorporated,

Case Nos. 91-55-CIV-4-H through 91-62-CIV-4-H and
91~136~CIV-4-H through 91-139-CIV-4~H (Consolidated)

Dear Jon: .

Throughout proceedings in these actions, you and your client
have repeatedly raised an issue concerning the testing of the
Plaintiffs’ properties and the supposed refusal of the Plaintiffs
to allow Du Pont access for the purpose of testing. Needless to
say, there are two sides to every story and the Plaintiffs do not
believe Du Pont has ever offered to test their properties in a
reasonable and fair manner and, in fact, Du Pont has refused to
provide independent sampling of these properties.

In any event, at this time, and so there will be no guestions
in the future, the plaintiffs hereby advise you that their
properties are open for any sampling, monitoring and testing that
Du Pont wishes to perform in order to fully and accurately define
the nature and extent of contamination from the Facility. Please
advise us when Du Pont will begin testing the Plaintiffs’
properties so that we can keep our clients advised.

Sincerely yours,

/V(OMWL

Marvin K. Blount, Jr.

MBJr/cc
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State of North Carolina
Department of Environment, Health and Natural Resources

Northeastern Region
1424 Carolina Avenue, Washington, North Carolina 2788914')4

James B. Hunt, Jr., Governor Jonathan B. Howes, Secretary

DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT

Groundwater Section

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

Under the Freedom of Information Act, I hereby requesti access to

the Groundwater files (#_{334 ‘QQM Lﬁg,g‘k ee 5-‘\'&3 ).

I make this request on behalf of and an agent of
LA WVL%\/LEJ /’ﬁy //’()64///1/ Z—/Mm/ . Thank you

for your cooperation.

Signed: /Z(/OMMWM@/ Date: ;//7/7\3-

(Address)

Phone: Q/? 7{2-0007

PO Box 2188, Washington, North Carolina 27889 2186 Telcphone 919-946-6481  FAX. 919.975-3710 * 919-936-603Y

An Equal Opportunity Afhrmative Action Emplover
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Law OFFICES OF MARVIN BLOUNT, JR.

ATTORNEYS AT Law MAH 22 i%§
400 WEST FI1RST STREET
P. O. DRawER 58 . b,
MARVIN BLOUNT, JR. GREENVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA ig TELEPHONE (919) 752-6000
JosePH T. EDWARDS 27835-0058 * Fax e19) 75272174
JAMES F. HorF 5 ' Y- )

SHARRON R. EDWARDS

March 19, 1993

Mr. Willie Hardison

State of North Carolina

Division of Environmental Management
Groundwater Section

1424 Carolina Avenue

Washington, NC 27889-1424

RE: Edward B. Grant, et al vs. Du Pont
Dear Mr. Hardison

Please find enclosed a copy of a letter which was sent to the
attorneys for Du Pont on February 24, 1993. I was advised today by
Guy Pearce that your office was unaware that Du Pont has unlimited
access to our clients’ property in and around the Kentec facility
for the purpose of sampling, monitoring and testing the nature and
extent of contamination from the Kentec facility. Mr. Pearce
advised us that we should notify your office in writing of this
fact so that there would be no question arising from Du Pont as to
whether in fact access was available to the properties for testing.

Are you aware that Du Pont has had unlimited access to the
property of Charles Braxton throughout the past several years for
the purpose of testing to determine the extent and nature of the
contamination to his property? This may be something you would
want to inquire about with Du Pont.

Please advise if you need any additional information. We are
hopeful that Du Pont will proceed immediately to sufficiently
define the area and extent of contamination.

With warmest personal regards,

Sincerely yours,
W WMQ/[M}'
Marvin K. Blount, Jr.

MBJr/cc

Enclosure

e

INGTON " QFFiCcE



MARVIN BLOUNT, JR.
JoserH T. EDWARDS
JaMEs F. HopF
SHARRON R. EDWARDS

Law OFFICES OF MARVIN BLOUNT, JR.

ATTORNEYS AT Law
400 WEsT FIRST STREET
P. O. DrRawER 58
GREENVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA 34
27835-0058 é

e b oy
N veen,

RECEIvEp i

WASHINGTON OFFICE

MAR 2 2 1993

TELEPHEO‘NM'{QIS) 752-6000
FAX (919 752-217 4

February 24, 1993

CERTIFIED MAIL

Jonathan D. Sasser, Esquire
Moore & Van Allen

Post Office Box 26507
Raleigh, NC 27611

RE: Edward B. Grant and wife, Janice G. Grant, et al.,
v. E. T. du Pont de Nemours and Company, Incorporated,
Case Nos. 91-55-CIV-4-H through 91-62-CIV-4-H and
91-136-CIV-4-H through 91-139-CIV-4-H (Consolidated)

Dear Jon:

Throughout proceedings in these actions, you and your client
have repeatedly raised an issue concerning the testing of the
Plaintiffs’ properties and the supposed refusal of the Plaintiffs
to allow Du Pont access for the purpose of testing. Needless to
say, there are two sides to every story and the Plaintiffs do not
believe Du Pont has ever offered to test their properties in a
reasonable and fair manner and, in fact, Du Pont has refused to
provide independent sampling of these properties.

In any event, at this time, and so there will be no questions
in the future, the plaintiffs hereby advise you that their
properties are open for any sampling, monitoring and testing that
Du Pont wishes to perform in order to fully and accurately define
the nature and extent of contamination from the Facility. Please
advise us when Du Pont will begin testing the Plaintiffs’
properties so that we can keep our clients advised.

Sincerely yours,
%%(M
Marvin K. Blount, Jr.

MBJr/cc
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State of North Carolina D E M
Department of Environment, Health and Natural gesources
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Division of Environmental Management
512 North Salisbury Street » Raleigh, North Carolina 27611

James B. Hunt, Jr., Governor Jonathan B. Howes, Secretary
March 15, 1993

Mr. R. D. Ferguson, Plant Manager
E. I. DuPont De Nemours & Co., Inc.
Post Office Box 800

Kinston, N.C. 28502

Subject: Permit No. WQ0005906
E. I DuPont De Nemours & Co., Inc.
Kentec Site, SIC Code No. 7399
Groundwater Remediation System
Lenoir County

Dear Mr. Ferguson:

In accordance with your amendment request received January 19, 1993, we are forwarding
herewith Permit No. WQ0005906 as amended, dated March 15, 1993, to E. 1. DuPont De Nemours &
Co., Inc. for the continued operation of the subject facility. This amendment was requested to incorporate
the Corrective Action Plan (CAP) language back into the Groundwater Conditions.

This permit shall void Permit No. WQO0005906 issued December 9, 1992, shall be effective from
the date of issuance until November 30, 1997 and shall be subject to the conditions and limitations as
specified therein. Please pay particular attention to the monitoring requirements in this permit. Failure to
establish an adequate system for collecting and maintaining the required operational information will result
in future compliance problems.

If any parts, requirements, or limitations contained in this permit are unacceptable to you, you have
the right to request an adjudicatory hearing upon written request within 30 days following receipt of this
permit. This request must be in the form of a written petition, conforming to Chapter 150B of North
Carolina General Statutes, and filed with the Office of Administrative Hearings, P.O. Drawer 27447,
Raleigh, NC 27611-7447. Unless such demands are made this permit shall be final and binding.

. Regional Offices
Asheville Fayetteville Mooresville Raleigh Washington Wilmington ~ Winston-Salem
704/251-6208  919/486-1541  704/663-1699  919/751-4700  919/946-6481  919/395-3900  919/896-7007

Pollution Prevention Pays
P.O. Box 29535, Raleigh, North Carolina 27626-0535 Telephone 919-733-7015
An Equal Opportunity Affirmative Action Employer

;
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If you need additional information concerning this matter, please contact Mr. Michael D. Allen at
(919) 733-5083.

Sinr‘crely,

(Oevy

\
A. Preston/Howard, Jr., P.E.
Director

cc: Lenoir County Health Department
Washington Regional Office, Water Quality

n Regional Office, Groundwater

Groundwater Section, Central Office

Facilities Assessment Unit

Training and Certification




NORTH CAROLINA
ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT COMMISSION
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT, HEALTH AND NATURAL RESOURCES
RALEIGH
GROUNDWATER REMEDIATION PERMIT

In accordance with the provisions of Article 21 of Chapter 143, General Statutes of North Carolina as
amended, and other applicable Laws, Rules, and Regulations

PERMISSION IS HEREBY GRANTED TO

E. I. DuPont De Nemours & Co., Inc.

Lenoir County
FOR THE

continued operation of a 7,200 GPD groundwater remediation system with 2,000 GPD being reused in the
E. 1. DuPont De Nemours & Co., Inc.'s Kentec Facility and the remaining flow being collected into a
20,000 gallon railcar and being transported to the E. 1. DuPont De Nemours & Co., Inc.'s Kinston
Wastewater Treatment Facility (NPDES Permit No. NC0003760) consistin g of approximately 2,605 linear
feet of 6-inch perforated groundwater interceptor piping, two (2) simplex pump stations equipped with
Myers 1-HP Model WE1012H pumps and high water alarms, a 600 gallon surge/pretreatment tank, a
Ultrox F-325 UV/oxidation reactor with a 14 pound ozone generator and peroxide feed with Ultraviolet
light, two (2) 165-pound granular activated carbon canisters, a 16,000 gallon holding tank, associated
piping, valves and appurtenances to serve E. I. DuPont De Nemours & Co., Inc.'s Kentec Site with no
discharge of wastes to the surface waters, pursuant to the amendment request received January 19, 1993,
and in conformity with the project plan, specifications, and other supporting data subsequently filed and
approved by the Department of Environment, Health and Natural Resources and considered a part of this
permit.

This permit shall void Permit No. WQ0005906 issued December 9, 1992, shall be effective from
the date of issuance until November 30, 1997 and shall be subject to the following specified conditions
and limitations:

I. neral ndition;

1. This permit shall become voidable unless the subject pump and haul activities are carried
out in a manner which has been approved by this Division.

2. This permit is effective only with respect to the nature and volume of wastes described in
the application and other supporting data.

3. The facilities shall be properly maintained and operated at all times.



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

This permit is not transferable. In the event there is a desire for the facilities to change
ownership, or there is a name change of the Permittee, a formal permit request must be
submitted to the Division of Environmental Management accompanied by an application
fee, documentation from the parties involved, and other supporting materials as may be
appropriate. The approval of this request will be considered on its merits and may or may
not be approved.

No type of wastewater other than that from E. L. DuPont De Némburs & Co., Inc.'s
Kentec's groundwater remediation shall be included in the pump and haul activities.

The perrrﬁt shall become voidable unless the agreement between E. I. DuPont De Nemours
& Co., Inc. and CSX Transportation or Conoco Transportation for the transportation of the
treated groundwater is in full force and effect.

In the event that the facilities fail to perform satisfactorily, including the creation of
nuisance conditions, the Permittee shall cease operation of all pump and haul activities and
take such immediate corrective action, as may be required by this Division.

The groundwater collected by this system shall be treated in the E. I. DuPont De Nemours
& Co., Inc.'s Kinston Wastewater Treatment Plant (NPDES Permit N 0.NC0003760) prior
to being discharged into the receiving stream. :

The remediated groundwater from the E. 1. DuPont De Nemours & Co., Inc.'s Kentec site
will be accumulated in a 20,000 gallon railcar, sampled and analyzed in accordance with
Item 1.27 of this permit and introduced into the E. I. DuPont De Nemours & Co., Inc.'s
Kinston Wastewater Treatment Plant prior to any primary treatment components such the
remediated groundwater is conveyed through the entire treatment train. The introduction
rate shall not exceed 20,000 gallons in a 24-hour day.

The Washington Regional Office, telephone no. (919) 946-6481, shall be notified at least
forty-eight (48) hours in advance of operation of the pump and haul activities so that an in-
place inspection can be made. Such notification to the regional supervisor shall be made
during the normal office hours from 8:00 a.m. until 5:00 p.m. on Monday through Friday,
excluding State Holidays.

The Permittee is liable for any damages caused by a spill or failure of the pump and haul
operations.

Adequate inspection, maintenance, and cleaning shall be provided by the Permittee to

" insure proper operation of the subject facilities.

The Permittee or his designee shall inspect the groundwater remediation and collection
facilities to prevent malfunctions and deterioration, operator errors and discharges which
may cause or lead to the release of wastes to the environment, a threat to human health, or a
nuisance. The Permittee shall keep an inspection log or summary including at least the date
and time of inspection, observations made, and any maintenance, repairs, or corrective
actions taken by the Permittee. This log of inspections shall be maintained by the Permittee
for as long as the pump and haul activities are being conducted and shall be made available
upon request to the Division of Environmental Management or other permitting authority.

Any duly authorized officer, employee, or representative of the Division of Environmental
Management may, upon presentation of credentials, enter and inspect any property,
premises or place on or related to the groundwater remediation and collection facilities at
any reasonable time for the purpose of determining compliance with this permit; may
inspect or copy any records that must be kept under the terms and conditions of this permit;
and may obtain samples.



15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

An accurate record of the pump and haul activities must be maintained by the Permittee,
indicating:

a) date groundwater is removed from the facility,

b) name of facility ¥\ o which groundwater is removed,
) name of facility receiving groundwater, and

d) volume of groundwater removed,

€) status of permanent disposal option.

These records shall be submitted to the Washington Regional Office of the Division of
Environmental Management on or before the fifteenth (15) day of the following month.

Failure to abide by the conditions and limitations contained in this permit may subject the
Permittee to an enforcement action by the Division of Environmental Management in
accordance with North Carolina General Statute 143-215.6A to 143-215.6C.

The issuance of this permit does not preclude the Permittee from complying with any and
all statutes, rules, regulations, or ordinances which may be imposed by other government
agencies (local, state, and federal) which have jurisdiction.

The Permittee shall provide for the installation and maintenance of an audible and visual
highwater alarm. '

A copy of the approved plans and specifications shall be maintained on file by the Permittee
for the life of the project.

Noncompliance Notification:

The Permittee shall report by telephone to the Washington Regional Office, at telephone no.
(919) 946-6481, as soon as possible, but in no case more than 24 hours or on the next
working day following the occurrence or first knowledge of the occurrence of any of the
following:

a. Any process unit failure, due to known or unknown reasons, that render the
facility incapable of adequate wastewater treatment such as mechanical or electrical
failures of pumps, aerators, compressors, etc.

b. Any failure of a pumping station, sewer line, etc. resulting in a by-pass directly to
receiving waters without treatment of all or any portion of the influent to such
station or facility.

Persons reporting such occurrences by telephone shall also file a written report in letter
form within 15 days following first knowledge of the occurrence. This report must outling
the actions taken or proposed to be taken to ensure that the problem does not recur.



21.  The annual administering and compliance fee must be paid by the Permittee within thirty
(30) days after being billed by the Division. Failure to pay the fee accordingly may cause
the Division to initiate action to revoke this permit as specified by 15 NCAC 2H .0205
(c)(4).

22.  Each railcar shall be sampled for the following parameters:

Monthiy Average Railcar or Tanker
Parameter Railcar or Tanker Concentration* Concentration*
1,1-Dichloroethane (DCA) 14 ug/liter 21 ugfliter
1,1-Dichloroethylene (DCE) 14 ug/liter 21 ug/liter
1,4-Dioxane 200 ug/liter 300 ug/liter

* The following concentrations were determined from the Treatablilty Study outlined in the
“Kentec Corrective Action Plan”, July 11, 1991, prepared by CH2M Hill for E. I. DuPont
De Nemours & Co., Inc.:

1,1-Dichloroethane (DCA) 7 ug/liter
1,1-Dichloroethylene (DCE) 7 ug/liter.
1,4-Dioxane 100 ug/liter

23.  The Permittee, at least six (6) months prior to the expiration of this permit, shall request its
extension. Upon receipt of the request, the Commission will review the adequacy of the
facilities described therein, and if warranted, will extend the permit for such period of time
and under such conditions and limitations as it may deem appropriate.

24.  This permit may be modified, or revoked and reissued to incorporate any conditions,
limitations and monitoring requirements the Division of Environmental Management deems
necessary in order to adequately protect the environment and public health,

I1. roun r mplian h 1

1. Dupont shall submit all progress reports and data required by the Division established
under the provisions of this permit and/or implementation of the Remedial Action Study
(RAS). The reports shall be submitted to the Washington Regional Office on a quarterly
basis, which will begin with the first day of the month following the month the RAS was
placed into operation.

2. Dupont shall properly operate and maintain the facility so as to minimize the impact of
groundwater contamination.

3. DuPont agrees that this permit shall pertain only to the source and property identified as the
Kentec site located in Lenoir County which is owned by DuPont. Unless an applicable
Special Order or permit has been issued by the Commission, violations of groundwater
standards resulting from additional sources for which DuPont is responsible may subject
DuPont to all sanctions provided by N.C. General Statutes §§ 143-215.2 and 143-215.6.

4, Pursuant to the terms of the Corrective Action Plan (CAP), DuPont will construct a
groundwater interceptor trench (GIT) to prevent migration off-site within the superficial
aquifer of dioxane, DCE and DCA. Water collected in the GIT will be collected, treated
and disposed of pursuant to the terms of this permit and the CAP as approved by any
superseding NPDES Permit or any other permit issued by the Commission subsequent to
the date of this permit. Collection, treatment and disposal of treated water from the GIT
shall be continued until the groundwater collection in the GIT reached the target clean-up
levels specified in the approved CAP. 4



Permit issued this the 15th day of March, 1993

NORTH CAROLINA ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT COMMISSION

(ol t@;gﬂ@@ oo l200 / 094

A. Preston Hofyard, Jr 1rector
Division of Environmental Management
By Authority of the Environmental Management Commission

Permit No WQ0005906
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MooRrRE & VAN ALLEN

ATTORNEYS AT Law
ONE HANNOVER SQUARE
SUITE 1700
POST OFFICE BOX 26507
JONATHAN D. SASSER
PARTNER RALEIGH, NORTH CAROLINA 27611

DIRECT DiAL! (219} B21-6290 TELEPHONE (919) 828-448)

March 8, 1993

Mr. Guy Pearce

North Carolina Department of
Environment, Health and
Natural Resources

1424 Carolina Avenue

Post Office Box 2188
Washington, NC 27889

Re: E.I. du Pont de Nemours - Kentec Site

Dear Mr. Pearce:

Thank you for your inquiry regarding the Kentec site.

WASHINGTON OFFICE
MAR 0 9 1993
gFHER MFICES:

CHARLOTTE, N.C. 3
wrch 3232 DURHAM, N.Cig:~e-- :
p

TELEFAX (919) 828-4254

I write to

confirm that Du Pont has provided your department with all known
maps depicting groundwater contamination at that location.

As you may know, owners of neighboring properties have brought a

$1.3 billion federal litigation against Du Pont.

Pursuant to a

Case Management Order entered in that case, the plaintiffs and Du
Pont may be conducting extensive groundwater testing in the

vicinity of Kentec over the next several months.

Du Pont will

provide you with any results of its investigation, as we assume

will the plaintiffs.

For your information, I enclose a copy of the Case Management
Order. Please let me know whether I can be of any further

assistance.

Sincerely,

RAL_2\G:\DOCS\JDS\LETTER\9865_1

. & VAN ALLEN

)

n D. Sasser

Jem



.. - State of North Carolina
Department of Environment, Health and Natural Resources

. Northeastern Region L
1424 Carolina Avenue, Washington, North Carolina 27889-1424

James B. Hunt, Jr., Governor Jonathan B. Howes, Secretary

DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT
GROUNDWATER SECTION

March 4, 1993

Mr. Marvin Blount, Jr. - Attorney
400 West First Street
Greenville, North Carolina 27853-0058

SUBJECT: Request for Information
Du Pont - Kentec Facility
Lenoir . County

Dear Mr. Blount:

In response to your letter, dated March 2, 1993, and our
telephone conversation(s) on Thursday, March 4, 1993, I have
reviewed the subject file to determine if a map illustrating
estimated extent of off-site groundwater contamination had
been submitted to the Division. Based on that review, it
does not appear such a map has been received by our office.

A possible explanation for the lack of this type of map could
be a lack of sufficient data concerning off-site groundwater
contaminant concentrations. I have contacted Du Pont and
requested that if a map of this kind has been generated, to
submit a copy to the Division.

As we discussed, the Division does possess a map which
shows the results of groundwater sampling/analysis for the
monitoring wells, both on and off-site, that have been
constructed and sampled by Du Pont to date. While this map
does not attempt to approximate the extent of groundwater
contamination, it may still provide useful information which
could be used to make predictions concerning the extent
of groundwater contamination. Verification, through actual
groundwater sampling, would be necessary to support any
predictions made.

Please be advised that the Division's incident file for

PO. Box 2188, Washington, North Carolina 27889-2186 Telcphone 919-946-6481 FAX: 919.975-3716 / 919-946-6639

An Equal Opportunity Affirmative Action Employer
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Request for Information
Du Pont - Kentec Facility
Page Two

this site is available for your review at the Washington
Regional Office. If you so desire, please contact Mr. wWillie
Hardison, Groundwater Supervisor for the Washington Regional
Officg, to arrange a mutually agreeable date and time.

uylC. Pearce
Hydrogeologist I

S

cc: WaRO Files L



Law OrricEs oF MARVIN BLOUNT, JR.
ATTORNEYS AT Law
400 WEST FirsT STREET
P. O. DRaWER 58

MARVIN BLOUNT, JR. GREENVILLE, NORTH CAROLINA TELEPHONE (919) 752-6000
JosepH T. EDWARDS 27835-0058 . Fax 19) 7822 1 78
James F Hopr ;% PR
SHARRON R, EDwaARDS . RECEIVED
March 2, 1993 WASHINGTON OFFICE
MAR 03 1993
B E B

PN Y AR

Mr. Willie Hardison

Groundwater Supervisor

North Carolina Department of Environment,
Health and Natural Resources

1424 Carolina Avenue

P.O. Box 2188

Washington, NC 27889

s
H

Re: Du Pont-Kentec site
Grifton, North Carolina
(Lenoir County)

Dear Mr. Hardison:

I attempted to reach you by telephone but was unsuccessful as
I was advised that you were in a meeting. The purpose of my call
was to inquire as to the existence in the DEM files of a map
detailing the plume of groundwater contamination at the above
referenced Du Pont site in Lenoir County. It is our information
that such a plume map was produced by Du Pont for this site and I
am requesting a copy. If no such map is on file in your office, I

would like to know why such a map would not have been filed with
the DEM.

Thank you in advance for your assistance on this matter.
After you have had an opportunity to check into this, please give

me a call to discuss this map or why no such map is on record at
the DEM.

Sincerely yours,

Meccesind Q;%meigi;z_

Marvin Blount, Jr.

MBJ /pr
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WASHINGTON gFFlCE

MAR 09 1993

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT “\y-b ‘
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF NORTH CAROLINA AN Bt
i NEW BERN DIVISION 4 '

H -
CIVIL ACTION NO. 81-55-CIV-4 H

EDWARD B. GRANT and wife,
JANICE C. GRANT, .

Plaintiffs,

V. CASE MANAGEMENT ORDER

E.T. DU PONT DE NEMOURS AND
COMPANY, INCORPORATED,

Defendant

N el e et N N M e e St s

This litigation involves twelve separate civil actions
brought against E.I. du Pont de Nemours ("Du Pont'") by twenty-two
residents of Lenoir County, who allege that Du Pont has
contaminated their homes and personally injured them through the
release of certain chemicals into the‘air and groundwater. The
total amount in controversy, including punitive damages claims of
$500 million, exceeds $1.3 billion.

By orders dated August 26, 1991 and January 21, 1992; former
Magistrate Judge Leonard consolidated these actions for discovery
purposes only. By order dated February 19, 1992, Judge Leonard
directed the parties to conduct two weeks of depositions per
month for a period of eight months. By order dated July 24,
1992, this Court directed the parties to continue adhering to
this schedule, and to propose a revised scheduling and case

management order on November 1, 1992. By consent order dated



CAM % .

November 4, 1992, this. Court postponed until December 15, 1992
the tiﬁe for the part%és'tg do so.

The Court noteS‘éhat, since this litigation was commenced on
May 7, 1991, Plaintiffs have taken twenty-one depositions, and Du
Pont has deposed twenty-five witnesses, including twenty-one of
the twenty-two Plaintiffs. Plaintiffs have served six sets of
interrogatories and four sets of requests for admission, and Du
Pont has served two sets of interrogatories and two sets of
requests for admission. The Court further notes that both
parties are still well within the parameters established for such
discovery methodg in Judge Leonard's orders of August 26, 1991
and January 21, 1992. For example, although Judge Leonard's
August 26, 1991 order permits Du Pont to take 40 depositions of
witnesses other than experts and the Plaintiffs themselves, Du
Pont has thus far taken four such depositions.

Hewever;—the—Ceourt—alse—finds—that—despite-—Pistrict Judge
Howardls—admonition-that M{tlhe centamination of the plajintiffg!
adnit that ten—of the twelve properties—at—issue in—these _cases
still have not been tested for—the—exiStehnce 6f SUchpetential
contaminatéen*——Said‘anbther—wayT—e%ghteen—eﬁ—the—tweﬁty-%we
Plaintiffs—have-net—yet—tested their preperties— Morsaver, not
one Plaintiff has-consulted a doctor regarding Plaintiffs'
alleged exposure-te—“ulttrahazardous" chemicats—er—Plaintifsst
allteged INcreased—possibitity of fyture illness

' Order;—staneilt—v—Bu—Pent—and—JFenes.v. Du Pant, Nos. 93—
52=CTV-4-H, 91-60-CIV-4-H (E,D.N.C. Sept, 9, 1992 {Howard;—d=).

-2 -



In light of the magnltude of this litigation and—the
(:kthg .;wtenE%&%—éoz~unnasessa;¥;proeeeéiags the Court finds that entry
of the following case management order is approprlate.

1. The parties are to continue deposition discovery of
fact witnesses through June 30, 1993. Depositions are to proceed
on the same schedule envisioned in Judge Leonard's order of
February 19, 1992.

2. Expert disco;ery shall take place on the following
schedule:

(a) On or before the following dates, Plaintiffs are
to file with the Court and provide Du Pont with the names and
addresses of all expert witnesses Plaintiffs expect to call at
trial regarding the subject matters of the following paragraphs
of this order, along with statements of the substance of the
facts and opinions to which such experts are expected to testify,
and a summary of the grounds for each such opinion:

(i) Paragraph 3 -- June 15, 1993.

(ii) Paragraph 5 -- May 15, 1993.

(iii) Paragraph 7 -- August 15, 1993.
(iv) Paragraph 9 -- June 15, 1993.
(v) Paragraph 11 -- July 15, 1993.

Du Pont shall have two months following each such deadline set
forth above to conduct depositions of the identified expert
witnesses.

(b) On or before the following dates, Du Pont is to
file with the Court and provide Plaintiffs with the names and
addresses of all .expert witnesses Du Pont expects to call at
trial reéarding the subject matters of the following paragraphs

-3 =



of this order, along with statements of the substance of the
facts and opinions to which such experts are expected to testify,

and a summary of the grounds for each such opinion:

(1) Paragraph 4 -- October 15, 1993.
(ii) Paragraph 6 -- August 15, 1993.
(iii) Paragraph 8 -- November 15, 1993.
(iv) Raragraph 10 —- October 15, 1993.
(v) Péragraph 12 -~ October 15, 1993.

Plaintiffs shall have two months following each such deadline set
forth above to conduct depositions of the identified expert
witnesses.

3. Plaintiffs are to complete the scientific testing of
their properties, including soil, groundwater, surfacewater, and
air, by May 31, 1993. On or before June 15, 1993, Plaintiffs are
to provide'Du Pont with all testing results, analyses and other
data, and file with the Court and provide Du Pont with the
affidavit of a competent expert witness, specifying the nature,
duration, and level of contamination of each Plaintiff's
property. The expert's affidavit must-;pecify each chemical
substance by name, the date of testing, the level and
concentration of the substance detected as of the testing date,
the testing methodology, the detection limits of the methodology,
the connection of the chemical to Kentec Inc. and Du Pont, and
the path and route of the chemical from Kentec to the Plaintiff's
property. The failure of any Plaintiff to comply with this
paragraph may result in his or her action being dismissed.

4. Du Pont shall have from July 1, 1993 through September
30, 1993 to comple%e its scientific testing of the properties,

- 4 -



including soil, groundwater, surfacewater, and air, of all
Plaintiffs whc have demonstrated their interest in continuing in
this litigation by thei} coﬁpliance with the preéeding paragraph.
The failure of any Plaihtiff to cooperate with Du Pont's efforts
to comply with this paragraph may result in his or her action
being dismissed.” On or before October 15, 1993, Du Pont shall
provide Plaintiffs with all testing results, analyses and other
data, and file with tﬂe Court and provide Plaintiffs with the
affidavit of a competent expert witness, stating whether each
such Plaintiff's property is contaminated, and specifying the
nature, duration, and level of contamination of any contaminated
property. The expert's affidavit must specify each chemical.
substance by namé, the date of testing, the level and
congentration of the substance detected as of the testing date,
the testing methodology, the detection limits of the methodology,
whether the chemical is connected to Kentec Inc. and Du Pont,
and, if so, the path and route of the chemical from Kentec to the
Plaintiff's property. The failure of Du Pont to comply with this
paragraph may result in its being precluded from introducing
evidence on this issue at trial.

5. Plaintiffs are to complete all appraisals of their
properties by April 30, 1993. On or before May 15, 1993,
Plaintiffs are to provide Du Pont with all such appraisals, and
file with the Court and provide Du Pont with the affidavit of a
qualified real estate appraiser, specifying the value of each
Plaintiff's property, the comparables upon which such value is
based, whether the property has been in any way impaired, and the
reason for the impairment. The affidavit must further specify

-5 -



the amount of the impéirmént; whether such impairment is based on
any actual loss of the use and enjoyment of the property; and the
facts underlying such loss. The affidavit shall further state
the methodology for calculating the value of each Plaintiff's
property, and the methodology for calculating the amount of the
impairment. The failure of any Plaintiff to comply with this
paragraph may result ip his or her claims for injury to property
being dismissed.

6. Du Pont is to have from June 1, 1993 through July 31,
1993 to complete its appraisals of the properties of all
Plaintiffs who have indicated their interest in continuing to
assert their property damage claims by compliance with the
preceding paragraph. The failure of any Plaintiff to cooperate
with Du Pont's efforts to comply with this paragraph may result
in his or her action being dismissed. On or before August 15,
1993, Du Pont is to provide Plaintiffs with all such appraisals,
and file with the Court and provide Plaintiffs with the affidavit
of a qualified real estate appraiser, specifying the value of
each Plaintiff's property, the comparabies upon which such value
is based, whether the property has been in any way impaired, and
the reason for the impairment. The affidavit must further
specify the amount of the impairment; whether such impairment is
based on any actual loss of the use and enjoyment of the
property; and the facts underlying such loss. The affidavit
shall further state the methodology for calculating the value of
each Plaintiff's property, and the methodology for calculating

the amount of the impairment. The failure of Du Pont to comply



with this paragraph ﬁay result in its being precluded from
introducing evidence on this issue at trial.

7. Plaintiffs are to have until July 31, 1593 to consult
with competent expert witnesses and conduct scientific testing to
determine the costs of cleaning up their properties or otherwise
restoring the pfoperties' value. On or before August 15, 1993,
Plaintiffs are to provide Du Pont with all results, analyses,
conclusions, and other.data, and file with the Court and provide
Du Pont with the affidavit of a éompetent expert witness ‘
specifying the actions each Plaintiff intends to conduct to clean
up his property. The affidavit must specify a timetable for
completion of the clean-up, an estimate of the costs of the -
clean-up, and the methodology for calculating the clean-up costs.
The.failure of any Plaintiff to comply with this paragraph may
result in his or her claims for recovery of clean-up costs being
dismissed.

8. Du Pont is to have from September 1, 1993 through
October 31, 1993 to consult with competent expert witnesses and
conduct scientific testing to determiné the costs of cleaning up
or otherwise restoring the value of the properties of all
Plaintiffs who have complied with the preceding paragréph. The
failure of any Plaintiff to cooperate with Du Pont's efforts to
comply with this paragraph may result in his or her action being
dismissed. On or before November 15, 1993, Du Pont is to provide
Plaintiffs with all results, analyses, conclusions, and other
data, and file with the Court and provide Plaintiffs with the
affidavit of a competent expert witness specifying the necessity
of any action each Plaintiff intends to conduct to clean up his

-7 -



property. The affidavit must specify a timetable for completion
of any clean-up, an estlmate of the costs of such a clean -up, and
the methodology for calcula£1ng the clean-up costs. The failure
of Du Pont to comply w1th this paragraph may result in its being
precluded from introducing evidence on this issue at trial.

9. Plaintiffs are to have until May 31, 1993 to consult
with and be examined by physicians, psychiatrists, psychologists,
and any other health care providers regarding Plaintiffs' claims
of potential future harm to their health, fear of harm to their
health, stress, anxiety, or other emotional harm, or any other
personal injury.x On or before June 15, 1993, Plaintiffs are to
provide Du Pont with all results, analyses and other data, and
file with the Court and provide Du Pont with a physician's
affidavit specifying the nature, duration, and amount of exposure
(including blood levels) each Plaintiff has had to chemical
contamination, when such exposure occurred, and the nature and
extent of each such Plaintiff's personal injury. The physician's
affidavit may be supplemented with the affidavits of other
competent expert witnesses, but submission of such supplementary‘
affidavits will not excuse the failure to submit the physician's
affidavit, including the required contents, described in this
paragraph. The physician's affidavit shall state his or her
opinion, based on a reasonable degree of medical certainty, that
the particular Plaintiff has suffered injuries as a result of
exposure to chemicals from Kentec Inc.; shall specify any and
every injury, illness or condition suffered by the Plaintiff
that, in the opinion of the physician, was caused by the alleged
exposure; shall specify the chemical or chemicals that, in the

- 8 -
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opinion of the physician, caused each and every specific injury,
illnesé, and conditioﬂfiistgd; shall include differential
diagnoses which rule b@i al;éfnative possible causes of
Plaintiffs' injuries; éﬁd shall state the scientific and medical
bases for the physician's opinions. With regard to future
personal injury, the affidavit shall state the physician's
opinion, based upon a reasonable degree of medical certainty,
that the particular Plaintiff is more likely than not to suffer a
particular injury in the future; shall identify such specific
injury; shall state the time at which such future injury shall
manifest itself;.and shall comply with the remaining requirements
of this paragraph as if the injury currently existed. The
failure of any Plaintiff to comply with this paragraph may result
in his or her clalms for personal 1n ury be giss d. égéé;i%z%gf
/\£Lx10. Du ﬁan shalfAhave from July 1, 1993 through September
30, 1993 to complete its examinations, through physicians,
psychiatrists, psychologists and any other health care providers,
of all Plaintiffs who have indicated their interest in continuing
to assert claims of potential future harm to their health, fear
of harm to their health, stress, anxiety, or other emotional
harm, or any other personal injury by compliance with the
preceding paragraph. The failure of any Plaintiff to cooperate
with Du Pont's efforts to comply with this paragraph may result
in his or her claims for personal injury being dismissed. On or
before October 15, 1993, Du Pont is to provide Plaintiffs with
all results, analyses and other data, and file with the Court and
provide Plaintiffs with a physician's affidavit stating whether
such a Plaintiff has been injured through exposure to any

- 9 -



chemicals involved in this litigation, and specifying the nature,

duration, and level of[ekposure (including blood levels) each

Plaintiff has had to é@emicai contamination, when such exposure
occurred, and the naturé and extent of each such Plaintiff's
personal injury. The physician's affidavit may be supplemented
with the affidavits of other competent expert witnesses, but
submission of such supplementary affidavits will not excuse the
failure to submit the physician's affidavit, including the
required contents, described in this paragraph. The physician's
affidavit shall state his or her opinion, based on a reasonable
degree of medical certainty, whether the particular Plaintiff has
suffered injuries as a result of exposure to chemicals from -
Kentec Inc.; shall specify any and every injury, illness or
condition suffered by the Plaintiff that, in the opinion of the
physician, was caused by the alleged exposure; shall specify the
chemical or chemicals that, in the opinion of the physician,
caused each and every specific injury, illness, and condition
listed; shall include differential diagnoses which rule out
alternative possible causes of Plaintiffs! injuries; and shall
state the scientific and medical bases for the physician's
opinions. With regard to future personal injury, the affidavit
shall state the physician's opinion, based upon a reasonable
degree of medical certainty, whether the particular Plaintiff is
more likely than not to suffer a particular injury in the future;
shall identify such specific injury; shall state the time at
which such future injury shall manifest itself; and shall comply
with the remaining requirements of this paragraph as if the
injury currently existed. The failure of Du Pont to comply with

- 10 -



this paragraph may result in its being precluded from introducing
evidenée on this issué~atqtrial.

11. Plaintiffs’gre to have until June 30, 1993 to consult
with competent expert witnesses regarding Plaintiffs' claims of
inconvenience, annoyance, and damage to qualitylof life resulting
from the alleged contamination of their properties. On or before
July 15, 1993, Plaintiffs are to provide Du Pont with all
results, analyses, conélusions, and other data, and file with the
Court and provide Du Pont with the affidavit of a competent
expert witness specifying the nature, duration, and level of such
harm each Plaintgff has suffered. The failure of any Plaintiff
to comply with this paragraph may result in his or her claims for
such injuries being dismissed.

12. Du Pont shall have from August 1, 1993 through
September 30, 1993 to complete its examinations, through
competent éxpert witnesses, of all Plaintiffs who have indicated
their interest in continuing to maintain claims for
inconvenience, annoyance, and damage to quality of life resulting
from the alleged contamination of theifiproperties by their
compliance with the preceding paragraph. The failure of any
Plaintiff to cooperate with Du Pont's efforts to comply with this
paragraph may result in his or her claims for such injuries being
dismissed. On or before October 15, 1993, Du Pont is to provide
Plaintiffs with all results, analyses, conclusions, and other
data, and file with the Court and provide Plaintiffs with the
affidavit of a competent expert witness specifying the nature,
duration, and level of such harm each Plaintiff has suffered.

The failure of Du font to comply with this paragraph may result

- 11 -



in its being precluded from introducing evidence on this issue at
trial.

13. This Court will schedule a conference with the parties
during the month of September 1993 to monitor the progress of
discovery, and determine whether modification of this order is
appropriate.

14. Plaintiffs shall have until April 12, 1993 to file
their Motion to Consolidate all actions for trial.

15. All discovery is to be completed by December 31, 1993.

16. The stay in effect on Du Pont's two pending summary
judgment motionsifiled in actions 91-57-CIV-4-H and 91-60-CIV—-4-H
shall automatically lift on December 31, 1993, unless otherwise
ordered. -

. 17. All pre-trial motions shall be filed by February 28,
1994, with_all responses filed by March 31, 1994. All replies,
if necessary, shall be filed within ten days thereafter.

18. A pre-trial conference shall be scheduled in early June
1994 before Magistrate Judge Charles K, McCotter, Jr. in New
Bern, North Carolina. ’

19. Trial shall be scheduled for the Honorable Malcolm J.
Howard's first July 1994 term, with court to be held in New Bern,
North Carolina.

ORDER ENTERED, this /Zf]/day of February, 1993.

CL, e K 995 Ctts /]

CHARLES K. MCCOTTER, JR. 47
United States Magistrate Judge




Attachment A

IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE EASTERN DISTRICT OF NORTH CAROLINA
NEW BERN DIVISION
NO. 91-55-CIV-4-H

Filed in All Pending Du Pont Litigation

EDWARD B. GRANT, and wife,
JANICE C. GRANT,

Plaintiffs

v. OPINTION

E. I. DU PONT DE NEMOURS AND
COMPANY, INCORPORATED,

Défendant

Subsequent to the hearing at which the court adopted the
defendant’s proposed case management order, the plaintiffs objected
to three parts of the order. The objection to the last sentence
of the first pParagraph is OVERRULED. ?Pe objection to the second
full paragraph on page two is SUSTAINED. The objection to
paragraph nine is OVERRULED.

The court would like to take this opportunity to elaborate on
the reasons for overruling the plaintiffs’ objection to paragraph
nine. Plaintiffs object to the requirement of physician affidavits
rather than expert affidavits for the emotional distress claims.
The plaintiffs contend that this appears to imply or impute a

requirement of physical injury for an emotional distress claim.



In North Carolina, physical injury is not required to be shown
to succeed on an emotional.distress claim. 1In North Carolina, the
essential elements of qi&laiﬁ for negligent infliction of emotional
distress are "(1) the de%endant negligently engaged in conduct, (2)
it was reasonably foreseeable that such conduct would cause

plaintiff severe emotional distress . . -+ and (3) the conduct did

in fact cause . . . severe emotional distress." Johnson v. Ruark

Obstetrics, 323 N.C. 283, 304, 395 S.E.2d 85, reh’'qg denied, 327

N.C. 644, 399 s.E.2d 133 (1990). The elements and standard for a
claim for relief for infliction of emotional distress are the same

whether it was negligent or intentional. Waddle v. Sparks, 331

N.C. 73, 83, 414 s.E.2d 22 (1992).
Further, there is no requirement of a showing of a diagnosable
mental or emotional condition. Severe emotional distress means:

[Alny emotional or mental disorder, such as,
for example, neurosis, psychosis, chronic
depression, phobia or any other type of severe
and disabling emotional or mental condition
which may be generally recognized and
diagnosed by professionals trained to do so.

Johnson, 327 N.C. at 304; wWaddle, 331 N.C. at 83.
The severe emotional distress element requires a high standard
of proof. In Waddle, the North Carolina Supreme Court said

Support for a high standard of proof on
the severe emotional distress element can
also be found in the second Restatement of
Torts, from which we have derived most of
our present standards for the remaining
elements of intentional infliction of
emotional distress. The rule stated in
this section applies only where the
emotional distress has in fact resulted,
and where it is severe. Emotional
distress passes under various names, such

2



as mental suffering, mental anguish,
mental or nervous shock, or the like. It
includes all highly unpleasant mental
reactions, such-as fright, horror, grief,
shame, humiliation, embarrassment, anger,

chagrin, ‘disappointment, worry, and
nausea. It is only where it is extreme
that the liability arises. Complete

emotional tranquility is seldom attainable
in this world, and some degree of
transient and trivial emotional distress
is a part of the price of living among
people. The law intervenes only where the
distress inflicted is so severe that no
reasonable man could be expected to endure
it. The intensity and duration of the
distress are factors to be considered in
determining its severity. . . . It is for
the court to determine whether on the
evidence severe emotional distress can be
found; it is for the jury to determine
whether, on the evidence, it has in fact
existed.

331 N.C. at 83-84.

Waddle does not require an actual medical diagnosis or medical

I3

treatment as a matter of law before a claim of emotional distress

may be submitted to the jury. 1In Waddle the court adopted the test

laid down in Johnson, 327 N.C. at 304, requiring either medical

documentation of "severe emotional distress" or other evidence of

T

"severe and disabling" psychological problem. Waddle, 331 N.C. at

85. Where a plaintiff has presented sufficient evidence of "severe
and disabling" psychological problems for some period of time
subsequent to the triggering event, neither Waddle nor Johnson
require medical diagnosis or treatment.

Accordingly, the inclusion of paragraph nine in the case
management order does not imply or impute a requirement of physical

injury for an emotional distress claim. However, the court has no



problem with the plaintiffs producing an affidavit from a competent

expert witness specifying/the“nature and extent of each plaintiff’s
: .

A

emotional injuries in connection with paragraph nine of the case
management order in addition to or in lieu of that of a physician.
The defendants may have the same prerogative under paragraph ten
of the case managément order in respect to emotional distress

claims.

OPINION ENTERED, this 17th day of February, 1993.

O . KW=z dh

CHARLES K. McCOTTER, JR.
United States Magistrate Judge
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E. l. pu PonT DE NEMOURS & COMPANY

INCORPORATED
KiNsTON PLANT
P.O. Box 800
KiNsTON, NORTH CAROLINA 28502-0800 3
PHONE (919) 522-6111 #

February 15, 1993
FIBERS DEPARTMENT

Mr, Willie A. Hardison

Div. of Environmental Management
Groundwater Section

P. O. Box 1507

Washington, NC 27889

SUBJECT : Permit No. WQO0005906
E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co., Inc.
Kentec Site, SIC Code No. 7399
Groundwater Remediation System
Lenoir County

Dear Mr. Hardison:
Pursuant to requirements of the subject permit, here
are the data for the specified time frames. If there are any

questions, please give me a call on (919) 522-6263.

Sincerely,

. D. Henderson, Manager
N.C. Environmental Affairs

JDH/ 3k

Attachment

BETTER THINGS FOR BETTER LIVING
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FEB 1 6 1993
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| " CHMHILL

MEMORANDUM WASHINGTON DFF e
FEB 1619
TO: Jerry Henderson/Du Pont 1993
D E M.

FROM: Doug Dronfield/CH2M HILL
DATE: February 4, 1993

SUBJECT: Kentec Quarterly Groundwater Data and Monthly Railcar Data

Enclosed are the quarterly groundwater monitoring data results(August through November
1992), the railcar concentrations, and monthly railcar average concentrations for the same
time period(August through November 1992). The submittal of this data to the state
complies with Section I1.2. of the June 17,1992 Groundwater Remediation Permit.

The railcar data (effluent from the groundwater treatment plant) are well within the limits
established by in the permit (Section 1.27.).
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Kentec Groundwater Treatment Facility
August - November, 1992 FES i 6 19%

Railcar 34064 3 815 <5 17 <100
Railcar 94041 6 815 <5 16 <100
Railcar 94041 13 1045 <5 9 <100
Railcar 34064 19 745 <5 9 <100
Railcar 34064 21 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 ’ 24 815 <5 <b 130
Railcar 34064 27 730 <5 <5 <100
- Railcar 94041 28 820 <5 <b <100
Monthly Average <b 8.9 103.8
September
Railcar 34064 8 745 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 11 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 15 800 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 18 700 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 21 715 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 894041 25 700 <b <5 <100
Railcar 34064 28 730 <b <5 <100
Monthly Average <b <5 <100
October
Railcar 94041 1 730 <5 6 <100
Railcar 34064 5 700 <5 <b <100
Railcar 94041 9 700 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 12 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 16 730 <5 <5 112
Railcar 34064 19 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 22 730 <5 6 <100
Railcar 34064 23 715 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 26 730 <5 <5 . <100
Railcar 34064 30 730 <5 <5 172
Monthly Average <b 5.2 108.4
November
Railcar 94041 2 700 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 5 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 9 715 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 12 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 94041 15 730 <5 <5 <100
Railcar 34064 25 730 <5 5 <100
Railcar 94041 28 830 <5 <5 <100
Monthly Average <5 5 <100

Page 1



Kentec Quarterly Groundwater Data
November 1992
All Concentrations are PPB

MW-4A 11/92 19 100 1400
MW=-4B 11/92 < 7 < 7 < 150
MW-6 11/92 < 7 < 7 11000
MW-7A 11/92 26 8.4 3600
MW-7B 11/92 < 7 < 7 < 150
MW-8 11/92 < 7 28 < 180
MW-9 11/92 < 7 < 7 < 150
MW-10A 11/92 < 7 8.9 < 150
MW-10B 11/92 < 7 < 7 < 150
MW-11A 11/92 9.1 64 - < 150
WM-11B 11/92 < 7 < 7 < 150
MW-12 11/92 < 7 < 7 < 150
MW~-14A 11/92 < 7 7.3 960
MW-14B 11/92 < 7 < 7 \ < 150
MW~15 11/92 9.5 < 7 180
MW-16 11/92 < 7 < 7 < 150
MW-18 11/92 < 7 < 7 < 150
SW-11 11/92 < 7 7.4 < 150
SW-24 11/92 < 7 < 7 < 150
PS-2 . 11/92 9.2 34 < 150
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State of North Carolina
Department of Environment, Health and Natural Resources

Northeastern Region :
1424 Carolina Avenue, Washington, North Carolina 27889-1424

James G. Martin,” Governor Lorraine G. Shinn
William W. Cobey, Jr., Secretary Regional Manager

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

Under the Freedom of Information Act, I hereby request access to

the bu‘OD(H:// entée I\ file (ew Incident # (0334. .

I make this request on behalf of and as an agent of

\/6((\’0('[ . “SAU CJ,E (‘IF\N . Thank you for your
cooperation. \J
Signed: ) Date: 7/25/7 .
P.O0. Prawer S¢s
{Address)

@/{fnuz“/lp/, MNC 27835

PO. Box 2188, Washington, North Carolina 27889-2188 Telephone 919-946-6481 FAX: 919-975-3716 / 919-946-6639

An Equal Opportunity Affirmative Action Employer



